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ABSTRACT
This study examined the Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tation in the principalship in relation to perceptions of role 
clarity, satisfaction with multiple dimensions of the work context, 
and individual characteristics. The key focus was on how interper­
sonal orientation influences the way principals* "size up" their 
work situation. The Getzels and Guba social systems model (1957) 
and the Christie and Geis interaction model (1970) served as the 
theoretical basis for the study.
An ex post facto research design was utilized in this study of 
235 public school principals. Each principal responded to a 
research packet of measures. Factor analyses were computed for 
each measure to verify their construct validity with this particu­
lar sample of principals. No changes were made in the original Job 
Descriptive Index. Revised one-factor scales were developed for 
the role clarity and Machiavellian measures. Pearson prod- 
uct-moment correlation coefficient matrices, analyses of variance, 
and a canonical correlation analysis were utilized to respond to 
the research questions and to provide supplemental data.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between 
principals' perceptions of role clarity and Machiavellian interper­
sonal orientation suggested a slight positive relationship. This 
coefficient between the principals' Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation and total job satisfaction denoted a slight inverse 
relationship. A significant inverse relationship was noted between 
relations with co-workers and Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tation. No other significant relationships were identified.
xi
The canonical correlation analysis identified one significant 
multivariate relationship that was explained primarily by negative 
role clarity perceptions being associated with positive perceptions 
of satisfaction with the job itself and supervision. The analyses 
of variance revealed that the school-level configurations provided 
significant main effects in role clarity, Machiavellian interper­
sonal orientation, and job satisfaction. A Scheffe' post hoc test 
revealed significant differences in the Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation of principals. Secondary principals were found to be 
higher Machs than the principals of other levels. The school size 
also produced significant main effects in job satisfaction.
This principalship study made a contribution to our under­
standing of schools as social organizations. More sophisticated 
studies of role and person variables are needed to offer additional 
developments of descriptive, explanative, and predictive theories.
xii
CHAPTER I 
Introduction
Though the concept of a Machiavellian personality is often 
mentioned in the discussion of management, it has received consid­
erable attention in personality and psychology literature. Named 
after Niccolo Machiavelli, the sixteenth century author of The 
Prince and The Discourse, the psychological measures for this 
concept assess the extent to which an individual (1) holds a 
cynical view of human nature and (2) has internalized manipulative 
personality traits (Brown and Guy, 1983). The "Machiavellian" is 
viewed as someone who regards and manipulates others for his own 
purposes. Christie and Geis (1970, p. 1) have explored the general 
question of how the Machiavellian construct interacts in a variety 
of environments. This question has lead to the application of the 
Machiavellian construct to the study of administrative roles and 
organizational variables in a number of contexts (Skinner, 1981; 
Siegle, 1973; Christie and Geis, 1970).
It is often assumed that the most important position in the 
administration of American schools is the principalship. The 
school principal is seen as the administrator most closely associ­
ated with daily school operations, with curriculum development and 
implementation, with the development of the faculty, and with the 
school's association with the community. The research literature 
variously describes the principal as "a leader, an instructional 
supervisor, administrative decision maker, organizational change 
agent, and conflict manager" (Greenfield, 1982). The research 
described in this paper extends the study of the principalship to
1
2an examination of the interpersonal orientation of principals and 
selected structural features of school organizations.
Role of the Principal
A continuous dilemma that has a major influence on the 
principalship is the historical conflict regarding the relative 
emphasis given to the instructional and managerial aspects of the 
position. There have been hundreds of empirical studies of leader­
ship effectiveness of business managers, but not nearly as many for 
principals who manage school organizations. The process of direct­
ing, influencing, and motivating subordinates is important whether 
the role is a manager in a corporation or a principal in an elemen­
tary or secondary school.
Research on principals usually focuses on their particular job 
functions or on leadership. Yukl (1982) identified the following 
school principal functions, which closely parallel the attributes 
of a corporation middle manager:
1. Develop goals, policies, and directions
2. Organize the school and design programs to accomplish 
goals
3. Monitor progress, solve problems, and maintain order
4. Procure, manage, and allocate resources
5. Create a climate for personal and professional growth 
and development
6. Represent the school to the district office and outside 
community.
Many studies identifying the job functions or leadership of 
principals tend to be general in focus. A critical examination of
3the principalship, the Georgia Principal Assessment System, began 
in 1974 as a result of a four-year period of Project R.O.M.E. 
(Results Oriented Management in Education) (Ellett, 1983, p. 120). 
Seven traditional Functional Areas of Administrative Responsibility 
and six Administrative Operations associated with the principalship 
were identified.
The role of the principal has changed rapidly and radically in 
the last two decades. According to Lessinger (1975), among the 
most important aspects of these changes are (1) the principal's 
responsibilities now embrace the entire set of managerial and 
instructional functions, and (2) the principal is expected to cope, 
in spite of ambiguity, conflict, and diversity in expectations, 
power, and experience.
The perceived degree of certainty about duties, authority, 
allocation of time, and relationships with others is role clarity. 
The existence of guides, directives, and policies enhances this 
clarity by establishing definite expectations for the given role. 
When an individual is confronted by divergent role expectations, 
conflict results. In this situation, compliance with one role 
requirement may make compliance with another more difficult.
The opening sentence of many professional articles about the 
principalship today usually describes the role as challenging, 
demanding, and changing. The principal is expected to be sensitive 
to the expectations, not only of citizens within the community, but 
also, of teachers and their superiors. The literature often 
describes the principal as "in the middle". Principals often have 
to deal with substantial differences between the expectations of
4supervisors and those of teachers, or between conflicting expec­
tations of supervisors and teachers, or between conflicting expec­
tations of teacher factions within his/her own building. More 
needs to be known about role clarity and the work context of the 
principalship, and the variety of circumstances under which prin­
cipals perform their tasks.
Satisfaction with the Work Role
The occupation of the principalship (Lortie, 1975; Ogawa, 
1979, McCullough, 1981) continues to be viewed as the most durable 
and critical position of leadership in American schools. The 
principal remains the one most closely associated with the daily 
operations of the school, with the implementation of its curricu­
lum, and with its association with the community. The 
principalship can be viewed as a role and as an occupation.
The term, occupation, is inclusive of all work roles in 
society (Hughes, 1958; Pavalko, 1971). Occupational ethos has been 
explored recently in studies of teachers and school administrators, 
although little is still known about the actual occupation of the 
principalship and of its interaction with the variety of circum­
stances under which principals perform their tasks (Lortie, 1975; 
Ogawa, 1979; Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980; McCullough, 1981). The 
recent heightened interest in instructional leadership, in addition 
to managerial leadership, causes a shift in the job dimensions of 
the principalship (Bossert et al., 1982; Cuban, 1984). One ap­
proach to the principals' understanding of their occupation is to 
examine their satisfaction with the multiple dimensions of work 
environment, such as the work itself, present pay, opportunities
5for promotion, supervision, and people on the job.
Theoretical Framework
The school is a system of social interaction; it is an or­
ganized whole comprised of interacting personalities bound together 
in an organic relationship (Waller, 1932). This view is based on 
the premise that as people interact in social settings, networks of 
social relations have important effects on behavior. Katz and Kahn 
(1966) describe human organizations as role systems and the effec­
tiveness of such systems is dependent upon the allocation of tasks 
to roles, and upon the motivation to fulfill the requirements of 
those roles.
Role behavior refers to the recurring actions of an individu­
al, appropriately interrelated with the repetitive activities of 
others so as to yield a predictable outcome (Katz and Kahn, 1978). 
The set of interdependent behaviors compromises a social system, or 
subsystem, a stable collective pattern in which people "play their 
parts" (Katz and Kahn, 1966).
The perspective provided by social systems theory, as illus­
trated by Getzels and Guba (1957), is that humans are both psycho­
logical and sociological beings. According to their model (Figure 
1), social behavior is a function of the interaction of role and 
personality. The behavior of each individual within the social 
system is a result of the transaction between the sociological 
(institutional) and psychological (individual) features of the 
system.
F ig u re  1
A R e p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  S o c ia l  System s Theory
NCKJIHETIC DIMENSION
Institution Role Expected behavior
Social'
System
Observed
^Behavior
Individual Personality Need-dispositions
IDIOGRAPHIC DIMENSION
(G e tz e ls  and Guba, 1 9 5 7 , p . 4 2 9 )
7The sociological aspect of the system is called the
"nomothetic dimension". Regardless of the nature of the social 
system, as patterns of behavior become regular and routine, they 
are said to be institutionalized, and the structure established to 
perform these institutionalized functions for the social system are 
called institutions (Hoy and Miskell, 1982). Each institution is a 
particular configuration of social positions called roles. A role 
is most typically a set of expectations about behavior for a 
position in a social structure. Expectations define behavioral 
requirements of limits ascribed to the role by the focal person
filling that position, or by others who relate to the role. These
expectations serve as standards for evaluating the worth or appro­
priateness of behavior, and they tend to condition or determine 
such behavior (Rizzo et al., 1970). Consequently, the nomothetic 
dimension of the social system explains the behavior of individuals 
in terms of dominant roles and expectations aimed at meeting the 
goals of the system.
The psychological aspect of the system is called the
"idiographic dimension". Each person is a unique individual 
characterized by a distinctive personality. Each personality is 
defined as a unique set of need-dispositions that influence a 
person's behavior. Individuals have different personalities and 
needs that are reflected in their behavior. People shape the roles 
that they occupy with their own styles of behavior. Therefore, the 
idiographic dimension of the social system explains behavior of 
individuals in psychological terms, with reference to the unique 
personalities and needs of individuals.
8Both the nomothetic and the idiographic dimensions influence 
thoughts and behaviors of each person in the social system. This 
socio-psychological theory posits that in a social system the 
observed behavior of each person is a function of the transaction 
between the nomothetic and idiographic dimensions of the system. 
Human behavior reflects this interaction of sociological and 
psychological influences. Since schools can be viewed as social 
systems (Getzels and Guba, 1957), the role of the principal might 
be viewed in terms of role clarity and satisfaction and the inter­
personal orientation known as Machiavellianism.
Statement of Problem 
As suggested above, the problem that this study addresses is 
the sparsity of research relating to the interaction between role 
and person variables (Lewin, 1935; Getzels and Guba, 1957) of the 
principalship in school organizations. The key person variable is 
an interpersonal orientation called principal Machiavellianism. 
This variable is supplemented by specific principal characteristics 
such as age, years of experience, educational background, and 
ethnic classification. The concept of role is explored through the 
notion of principals' perceptions of role clarity. The concept of 
role is supplemented through the principals' relative satisfaction 
with selected structural features of the work environment. The 
purpose of this study is to provide answers to three research 
questions related to these variables, in the form of theoretical 
propositions.
9Definition of Terms 
Role clarity; the perceived degree of certainty about duties, 
authority, allocation of time, and relationships with others; 
existence of guides, directives, policies; and ability to predict 
sanctions as outcomes of behavior. Clarity can be understood in 
terms of two primary dimensions, conflict and ambiguity (Rizzo, 
1970).
Role conflict; the simultaneous occurrence of two, or more 
role expectations, such that compliance with one would make compli­
ance with the other more difficult (Katz and Kahn, 1978). This is 
typically noted as a disagreement between two or more role-senders, 
although two or more expectations of the same role-sender may be in 
conflict. Conflict can also occur between expectations of the 
role-set and those of the focal person for himself or herself.
Role ambiguity: uncertainty about what the occupant of a
particular office is supposed to do (Katz and Kahn, 1978). This 
results when different patterns of incompatible role expectations 
are sent to the individual occupying the focal role.
Machiavellianism: While the term Machiavellianism is an old
one and, in terms of the venacular or its popular usage, may be a 
"loaded" one carrying exaggerated or stereotypic meanings, for the 
purposes of this study the term refers to the interpersonal orien­
tations of individuals that differentiate between an analytical 
(high Mach), or affective (low Mach) response style in interperson­
al situations.
"The high Mach's salient characteristic is viewed as coolness 
and detachment. In pursuit of largely self-defined goals, he 
disregards both his own and others' affective states and
10
therefore attacks the problem with all the local ability that 
he possesses. He reads the situation in terms of perceived 
possibilities and then proceeds to act on the basis of what 
action will lead to what results.
"The low Mach is hypothesized as being much more open to 
others and liable to becoming affectively involved with them 
or with his own concern. He becomes more engrossed in the 
content of conversation rather than its ultimate purpose in 
terms of his individual goals. He is more likely to get 
carried away in the process of interacting with others and 
acting upon the basis of noncognitive reactions to the situa­
tion." (Christie and Gels, 1970, p. 350).
Satisfaction: This refers to the degree to which people meet
their individual needs disposition. Typically, this is reflected 
in relatively positive, or negative attitudes toward multiple di­
mensions of the work environment associated with the occupation of 
the principalship. These dimensions tend to be reflected in the 
structure (patterned and repetitive) of everyday life in the 
principalship, and might be understood in terms of the work itself, 
present pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision policies, and 
the relationships with colleagues (Merton 1957, p. 368).
Research Questions 
Machiavellianism and Role Clarity
Based on an application of the social systems model to admin­
istration, Christie and Geis (1970) propose that individuals with 
different Machiavellian predispositions interact in predictably 
different, or similar ways, depending upon situational variables. 
This model is illustrated in Figure 2. Different coping tech­
niques, or tactics, result from this interaction of individuals and 
situations.
Figure 2
Model of Hypothesized Interaction Between Mach and Situations with Predicted Tactics 
Personality Situation Tactics
Work within thr given sys­
tem
Serious effort to perform 
well
Work within the given sys­
tem
Perfunctory performance 
(occasionally apathy)
Limits Testing
InitisHnn and control of 
structure
Instrumental exploitation 
of resources
Loosely structured
Exact role behavior of par­
ticipants not predefined 
Exact means to achieve 
goals not predefined
Requiring improvisation
Implicit assumption of un­
stated limits (e g . “ re­
ciprocity")
Accept structure provided 
by others
Cel carried away (from 
predefined goals) in in­
teraction process
Highly structured
Role and reward structure 
clear and predefined
Exact responsibilities and 
means to achieve goals 
predefined
Requiring little improvisa­
tion
High Mach 
Cool (not distracted by ir­
relevant affect)
Oriented Toward:
Self-defined goals 
Task success 
Information Processing 
Cognitive, explicit cues 
and responses
Low Mach
Open (susceptible to affec­
tive involvement)
Oriented toward:
Interaction Process 
Getting carried away (dis- 
traclibiliiy)
Immediate, implicit action 
cues and responses
(Christie and Geis, 1970, p. 351)
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This interaction model describes three factors: personality
styles, situation, and tactics. The personality styles are clas­
sified as "High Machs" or "Low Machs". Situational structures are 
also defined within this model, according to the norms and rules of 
the social system. The two identified structures are classified as 
"highly structured" and "loosely structured" situations.
"In highly structured situations, the roles of the partici­
pants are clear, the way in which goals are achieved is clear, 
the reward associated with each goal is defined, and there is 
little wiggle room, or latitude for improvisation. Rules for 
behavior are reasonably explicit and variation from them is 
penalized.
"Loosely structured situations are characterized by ambiguity 
as to the role of the participants, the means to achieve 
goals, and their associated rewards. In the absence of formal 
rules, the situation permits a variety of ways of introducing 
structure and taking advantage of its absence." (Christie and 
Geis, 1970, p. 350)
According to this interaction model, the greatest difference 
in the perceptions and tactics used by high and low Machs occurs in 
loosely structured situations. The low Mach tends not to focus on 
the structural aspects of the situation, instead this person 
assumes that a structure exists and is amiable to others1 interpre­
tation of the structure. High Machs thrive in loosely structured, 
ambiguous situations; they attempt to modify and innovate within 
the structure. They are given the opportunity for manipulation and 
tend to initiate structure. In highly structured situations, both 
personalities tend to work within the given limits. High Machs 
function without any great enthusiasm, possibly due to a lack of 
challenge, where low Machs make a serious effort to perform well.
High Machs take over the leadership position in informal 
face-to-face groups. They initiate and control the structure of
13
the groups and, thereby, control the process and outcome (Geis et 
al., 1965). High Machs are "preferred as partners, chosen and
identified as leaders, judged as more persuasive and appear to
direct the tone and contention of interaction and usually the
outcome" (Christie and Geis, 1970, p. 313). They tend to demon­
strate a greater ability to organize their own and others' re­
sources to achieve task goals (Oksenberg, 1968). In laboratory 
situations, Christie and Geis noted that groups with high Mach 
leaders somehow got whatever resources they possessed organized and
applied to the group task more effectively than other groups.
While there appears to be a degree of logical consistency to 
the pattern of variation in Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tation and a preference for loose or ambiguous situations by high 
Machs, there are more basic questions to be addressed. For in­
stance, while Christie and Geis suggest that high Machs prefer
loosely structured situations, a prior question, as yet unexplored, 
is whether or not high Machs tend to view their work environment as
relatively ambiguous, or clearly structured, without regard for
situational preference. Equally, the same question can be reversed 
to apply to low Machs and their perceptions of role ambiguity and 
clarity. In either case, there seems to be little basis for
prediction of a relationship between principal Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation and role clarity. The Christie and Geis 
model appears to be based, at least in part, on the implicit
assumption that variation in interpersonal orientation does not 
necessarily result in variation in perceptions of role clarity. 
The first research question is presented below as a way of
14
exploring this implicit assumption in terms of the principalship.
RQ^: What is the relationship between principals'
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their 
perceptions of role clarity?
Machiavellianism and Satisfaction
Since the first research question focuses on the relationship 
between Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and role clarity, a 
related question might be raised about the relationship between 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and principals' satisfac­
tion with dimensions of their work. Again, the Christie and Geis 
model appears to be based, at least in part, on the implicit 
assumption that variation in Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tation results in variation in attitudes about particular di­
mensions of the work environment, at least for the high Mach 
individual in a highly structured situation. The second research 
question is presented below as a way of exploring this assumption 
in terms of the principalship.
RC^: What is the relationship between principals'
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their 
satisfaction with multiple dimensions of their work 
context?
Machiavellian Orientation and Other Personal Characteristics
The Management Progress Study focused on managers' growth and 
development during the "performance period" of adults in business 
(Bray, Campbell, and Grant, 1974). That study was a part of a 
longitudinal research project of the life of managers in one large 
business, the Bell System. A list of 25 personal attributes, 
called the Management Progress Variables, were examined within this 
study. This list contained items that the management and
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psychological literature suggests as important to success and which 
might be changed by experience. One phase of this study concluded 
that as employees gained experience on the job, they became more 
realistic about their job opportunities and these changes were 
reflected in less positive outlooks concerning their careers. 
Interpersonal orientations, such as Machiavellianism, were not 
explored as factors in this study.
One of the premises of job function research in educational 
administration is that the definition of the job varies with the 
personal background and experience of the principal (Salley et al., 
1974). Salley noted that the most pervasive influences on the 
principalship are exerted by the size of the school (as represented 
either by number of teachers, or by number of students) and by 
grade range. The ethnic classification and sex of the principal 
accounted for many differentiations in this particular study, while 
the age of the principal and years in his/her present position 
yielded no significant differentiations in this study. No compari­
sons were conducted involving interpersonal orientation variables.
Some of the earliest and most extensive research on 
Machiavellianism was undertaken by Christie and Geis (1970), who 
demonstrated that males consistently score higher than females on 
this variable. Congruent with Christie and Geis, research has 
generally shown that males score higher in Machiavellian interper­
sonal orientation than females (Wrightsman and Deaux, 1981). 
Individual differences in Machiavellianism have been noted to exist 
at least as early as ten years of age, and have been found to be 
significantly related to manipulative behavior in experimental
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situations at this age level (Christie, 1970).
This particular study examines the following characteristics 
of the principals in terms of their perceptions of Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation: age, sex, ethnic classification,
position held prior to the principalship, number of years as a 
principal, a total number of years experience in education, and 
highest college degree earned. While there is very little evidence 
to predict the relationships between many of these demographic 
characteristics and the principals' Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation, a third research question is posed in order to explore 
these possibilities in terms of the principalship.
RQ^: What are the relationships between principals'
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their 
individual characteristics?
Significance of the Study
This study has both theoretical and practical implications. 
First, the study serves to extend the knowledge of educational 
administration by examining aspects of the Getzels/Guba social 
systems model and the Christie/Geis Machiavellian model in the 
context of educational administration. Studies which focus on 
important elements of these models, such as role clarity, person­
ality predispositions, and work satisfaction provide opportunities 
for critical evaluation of these paradigms, thus expanding and 
extending knowledge about the fundamental nature of educational 
administration theory. Critical evaluation of the models is both 
anticipated and warranted if the study of educational adminis­
tration is to emerge, mature, and serve as a valid basis for 
understanding the phenomenon of educational administration.
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The central Issue addressed in this study is the bringing 
about of a better understanding of what attributions about role and 
work context are associated with the Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation in the principalship. While this understanding is 
supplemented through the examination of certain demographic vari­
ables in the principalship, the key focus is on how Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation influences the way principals "size up" 
their work situation. This understanding may be helpful in expand­
ing the explanatory power of the Christie and Geis model, and in a 
more applied sense, in helping us understand the people who perform 
the role of principal in school organizations.
Conceptual derivations and applications of these models 
illustrate the usefulness of their perspective in the study and 
practice of administration. Administrators are intensely interested 
in identifying those factors which contribute to the effectiveness 
of schools. Role conflict and ambiguity are important intervening 
variables that mediate the effects of various organizational 
practices on individual and organizational outcomes. Over the past 
several years, there has been a great deal of correlational re­
search on the relationships between perceived role conflict and 
ambiguity and a host of hypothesized antecedents (such as tenure, 
formalization, boundary spanning) and consequences (such as job 
satisfaction, tension, performance) (Fisher and Gitelson, 1983). 
Despite this research, definitive conclusions about the relation­
ships have been difficult to draw because results vary from study 
to study. It is generally concluded that role conflict is associ­
ated with decreased satisfaction, increased stress and anxiety, and
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decreased effectiveness (Charters, 1952; Kahn et al., 1964).
Data gathered from the study provide more information concern­
ing the concepts of role clarity, personality predisposition, and 
work satisfaction within educational organizations. Each concept 
is important in itself. However, the approach used in this study 
stresses the importance of analyzing the interaction of various 
critical elements which are believed to operate in the orga­
nizational milieu. Therefore, the relative contributions that 
these elements can systematically make to the organizational unit, 
such as a school, can also be examined. The knowledge gained from 
these findings also may be used to help guide principals in 
schools. For example, principals may be able to identify the areas 
of their work environment which induce the greatest conflict and 
seek ways of reducing this conflict.
Limitations of the Study 
This study is limited by several constraints. For example, 
the sample is limited to the principals of public schools in 
Louisiana. Principals of parochial and/or other private schools 
are not included. Additionally, principals of vocational/trade 
schools are not included.
The principalship is the only organizational position to be 
considered for the study. Assistant principals, guidance person­
nel, teachers, and central office personnel are not included.
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Summary of the Chapters
Chapter I presents an introduction of the study which includes 
a statement of the problem, definition of terms, research 
questions, significance of the study, limitations of the study, and 
the overview of the study’s organization.
Chapter II gives a review of the literature, with a general 
historical overview of the role of the principal in school orga­
nizations, and sections on Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, 
role clarity, and satisfaction.
Chapter III describes the study's design and procedures. 
Also, listed are the instruments used for the study.
Chapter IV presents the analysis of data used to answer the 
study's research questions.
Chapter V presents a discussion of the results, including 
conclusions that are drawn with theoretical and applied implica­
tions, and recommendations for further study.
CHAPTER II 
Review of Selected Literature 
This chapter is divided into four parts. The first part 
presents a review of research on the role of the principal in 
school organizations. The second part involves a review of select­
ed literature related to the study of the interpersonal orien­
tation, known as Machiavellianism. The third part presents a 
review of the literature on role theory, with special emphasis on 
role clarity, or conflict, as it applies to managers in general and 
school principals, in particular. The fourth part reviews selected 
literature related to managerial, or principal, satisfaction with 
role and work environment.
Role of the Principal in School Organizations
A pervasive concern with school configurations and interper­
sonal relationships is apparent in the educational administration 
literature. At the core of this literature is the idea that 
principals should be trained to do those things in the school 
setting that facilitate growth and progress in various educational 
processes and, in general, increase the quality of the schools’
"product" the student.
In some schools the behavior of teachers and principals is 
vibrant and complex; it seems real and genuine. In other schools, 
behavior is forced, shallow, and stereotyped; for the most part, it 
is a hollow ritual in which individuals seem like actors on stage 
who have learned their part by rote, but who performed without 
commitment (Halp.in, 1966). Although, there are variations in the 
personalities and backgrounds of principals and teachers,
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variations in the socioeconomic status and academic abilities of 
students, the building principalship continues to be viewed as the 
most durable and critical position of leadership in American 
schools. This principal remains the one most closely associated 
with the daily operations of the school, with the implementation of 
its curriculum, and with its association with the community (Salley 
et al., 1979). The principal sets the tone for the school and 
assumes responsibility for instruction and the allocation of 
resources to reach school goals.
Wolcott (1973) conducted a detailed ethnographic description 
of the life of an elementary principal over an extended period of 
time. The results of this study indicated that the principalship 
is characterized by an "endless series of interpersonal encoun­
ters", usually of a face-to-face nature (p. 88). In fact, almost 
65% of the principal's day was spent in these face-to-face encoun­
ters with teachers, parents, central office staff, students, and 
others. Wolcott revealed that the principal seemed to leave behind 
the sense of responsibility to teach and frequently acted to smooth 
out the actions of the educational organization with the community.
The role of the principal is highly personal and prob­
lem-centered. Salley, McPherson, and Baehr (1979) viewed the 
principalship as an occupation in the development of the Job 
Function Inventory for School Principals. Their study sought to 
identify the primary job dimensions and their relationships with 
the personal characteristics of the principal, characteristics of 
the school, and characteristics of students, teachers, parents, and 
the school community. The 17 identified Job Function Inventory
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dimensions were factored into four basic groups: relations with
people and groups, curriculum, personnel administration, and 
general administration. Salley et al. reported that within these 
four basic job dimensions, the largest category, 10 of the 17, 
identified job functions involving the principals' relations with 
people and groups (p. 29).
Most of the problems of the principal are people-oriented 
problems. The principals' consequent tendency is to retreat into a 
process of "surviving" (Wolcott, 1973, p. 306). Principals possess 
a sense of powerlessness "relative to the ability to exert influ­
ence on the larger system" (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980, p. 233). 
Principals are trapped "in the middle", and often serve as 
mediators between schools and society.
Observations of Wolcott and Salley et al. are supported and 
extended in the research conducted by Blumberg and Greenfield 
(1980). The findings of their interview study of elementary and 
secondary principals report that the principalship is a highly 
personal role involving face-to-face interactions with others. 
They state that "the degree of the principal's interpersonal 
competence...serves to mediate much of the principal's work-world 
activity, and as a consequence is probably pivotal in differentiat­
ing the more effective from the less effective principal" (p. 198).
Several investigations of educational administrators utilized 
Mintzberg's structured observation methods of analyzing managerial 
work (1973). This analysis method enabled the researchers to 
systematically monitor and describe what principals actually do in 
their job. These investigations often characterized the
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principals' work role as fast, unrelenting, brief, fragmented, and 
varied. The results of these studies generalized that principals 
spent much more time on organizational routines and maintenance, 
than on instructional activities.
Ellett (1983), as a result of a four-year period of Project 
R.O.M.E (Results Oriented Management in Education), conducted a 
critical examination of principals' behavior in school settings. 
Reviews of professional literature in educational administration, 
objective-based workshops with principals, and on-the-job obser­
vations of principals' performance in school settings identified 
3,500 to 4,000 statements of principals' various duties, roles, 
responsibilities, functions, and competencies. This large number 
of job-related descriptions were reduced to 306 performance state­
ments classified in seven traditional Functional Areas of Adminis­
trative Responsibility associated with the principalship (Curricu­
lum and Instruction, Staff Personnel, Pupil Personnel, Support 
Management, School-Community Interface, Fiscal Management, and 
System-wide Policies and Operations) and six Administrative Op­
erations (Collecting Information, Planning, Communicating, Deci­
sion-Making, Implementing, and Evaluating).
Martin and Willower (1981) studied the managerial behavior of 
secondary principals. They found that more than half of a prin­
cipal's time is spent on participation in scheduled and unscheduled 
meetings, face-to-face interaction, and telephone encounters with 
other organizational members. Secondary principals spent just over 
17.4% of their time on teacher supervision and curriculum develop­
ment in this study. Martinko and Gardner (1983) maintain that
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secondary principals spend more time in activities related to 
staffing, decision making, and fiscal management. O'Dempsey (1976) 
found that secondary principals do not spend as much time interact­
ing with organizational superiors as elementary principals. A 
subsequent study by Kmetz and Willower (1982) concurred with these 
findings. They, also, noted that elementary principals spend more 
time with superiors and parents. The administrators initiate most 
of these contacts themselves. Elementary principals spend more 
time on instructional concerns, work at a less hectic pace, and 
engage in fewer overall activities than secondary principals 
(Willower and Kmetz, 1982). Willower and Kmetz found that the 
largest percentage of the elementary principals1 time was spent on 
unscheduled meetings, followed by desk work, and scheduled meet­
ings. All of these studies demonstrate that the principal is a 
highly interpersonal role of social encounters.
A principal's instructional management behavior affects two 
basic features of the school's social organization, climate and 
instructional organization (Bossert et al., 1982). This behavioral 
model, developed by Bossert, is illustrated in Figure 3. These are 
the contexts in which various social relationships are formed and 
which, in turn, shape teachers' behavior and students' academic 
achievement. Strong leadership by the principal is assumed to be 
an important factor in improving school climate. An improved 
climate increases teacher morale and is hypothesized to increase 
the school's effectiveness. The principal is generally considered 
the mediating influence for what happens within the school, between 
climate and outcomes.
Figure 3
A Framework for Examining Principal Behavior
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
N SCHOOL CLIMATE aPRINCIPAL
DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS — MANAGEMENT
BEHAVIOR
SEXTERNAL CHARACTERISTICS \
STUDENT
LEARNING
INSTRUCTIONAL ORGANIZATION
/
(Bossert et al, 1982, p. 40)
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Keeler and Andrews (1963) found that the leader behavior of 
principals is significantly related to a scholastic aptitude test 
score of students in ninth grade. Forty-six schools were selected 
for study on the basis of this measure of productivity, location,
size, scope, and tenure of the principal. It concludes that "all
of the statistics give strong support to the hypothesis that the 
leader behavior of the principal, as perceived by his staff, was 
significantly related to the productivity of the schools" (p. 189). 
Sweeney (1981) and Sapone (1983) also identified the importance of 
strong principal leadership in effective schools. This finding
gives credence to the important leadership role that the principal
must provide as he strives to merge the necessary links between the 
management and leadership of the school, and the learning that is 
associated with that performance.
These studies parallel those by Stogdill, correlating princi­
pal and teacher LBDQ scores with student achievement. When the 
teacher and principal are described as high in consideration and 
initiation of structure, their pupils tend to make higher scores on 
tests of student achievement (Stogdill, 1974). Consideration and 
initiation of structure also have been found to be positively 
related to various measures of group cohesiveness and harmony, 
resulting in low absenteeism, grievances, and turnovers.
Brookover (1979) noted marked differences in principals' 
leadership in effective and less effective schools. Leaders of 
effective schools were described as being more assertive, more 
effective disciplinarians, and more inclined to assume responsibil­
ities. Emphasis on instruction and student achievement was
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pervasive. In the effective schools, principals "dropped in" on 
the classrooms, visiting each class approximately 30 times over the 
school year. This concern for achievement was known to both 
students and teachers. The principal exhibited a commitment to 
ensuring that students could and should be achieving at relatively 
high levels and assumed responsibility for reaching those levels. 
Conversely, principals of less effective schools tended to be 
bogged down with discipline and administrative problems and showed 
little interest in instruction and achievement.
Successful principals must have an understanding of the 
dynamics of organizational processes, those of change and implemen­
tation, as well as those which promote continuity and stability. 
In order to attain this understanding, the principals in effective 
schools do more observations of teachers' work, discuss more work 
problems with teachers, are more supportive of teachers' efforts to 
improve, and are more active in setting up teacher and program 
evaluation procedures, than principals in less effective schools 
(Bossert et al., 1982).
Since effective schools require a sense of purpose and direc­
tion provided by well articulated goals, this major component of 
the principal's role entails the effective management of goal 
setting activities. The basis for instructional leadership and 
effectiveness requires goals that are conceived largely in terms of 
student learning and achievement (Cohen, 1982). This requires the 
principal to have a clear vision of where the school is going, and 
to keep that vision in mind in the course of numerous informal and 
unscheduled encounters with staff, students, and community. An
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effective principal communicates these high expectations to teach­
ers and students, models proper behavior, and demonstrates a 
personal commitment to the "realization of a particular educational 
or organizational vision" (Blumberg and Greenfield, 1980, p. 208). 
Therefore, effective principals take strong initiative in identify­
ing and articulating goals and priorities for their schools— they 
run the schools, rather than allowing them to operate by force of 
habit.
The structure of the school organization, also, influences the 
behavior of principals, and principals, in turn, influence the 
structure of the school organization. Duke (1982) describes this 
relationship as one of "reciprocal determinism". Interest in this 
decentralized and fragmented aspect of school organization and 
administration has been spurred by the theoretical characterization 
of educational organizations by Weick (1976) as being "loosely 
coupled". This "looseness" allows for considerable discretion by 
the principal, as well as a lack of close supervision of the 
principal by central office supervisors. This organizational 
definition of school systems provided the basis for several studies 
of loose coupling. Abramowitz and Tenenbaum (1978) found few 
relationships between school structures and coordination. They 
describe high schools, in particular, as loosely coupled systems, 
rather than bureaucracies. Meyer and Rowen (1978) assert that 
bureaucratic structure and instruction are disconnected. Hannaway 
and Sproull (1979) concurred with the previous results. They 
reported loose coupling between administration and instruction and 
found that the central office and building level administrators did
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not have much influence on each others' activities, particularly, 
in the area of instruction and teaching. Schools are often seen as 
"organizations with ambiguous goals, unclear technologies, fluid 
participation, uncoordinated activities, loosely coupled structural 
elements and a structure that has little effect on outcomes" (Hoy 
and Miskel, 1982, p. 102).
James March (1976) characterizes educational organizations as 
being "organized anarchies", rather than as being "loosely cou­
pled". Secondary school departments provide for a more formal 
layer of organization between administrators and classroom work. 
The school district personnel evaluates and monitors the acquisi­
tion and retention of basic skills, the principal handles student 
academic and behavioral problems, the school counselors diagnose 
and place students in courses, and the teachers focus on subject 
matter content coverage.
Peters and Waterman's studies of America's best-run corpo­
rations note that the structural management of excellent companies 
is, both, tightly coupled and loosely coupled. These companies are 
"on the one hand rigidly controlled, yet at the same time allow 
autonomy, entrepreneurship, and innovation from the rank and file" 
(Peters and Waterman, 1982, p. 318). Sergiovanni (1984) notes that 
"this combination of tight structure around clear and explicit 
themes, which represent the core of the school's culture, and of 
autonomy for people to pursue these themes in ways that make sense 
to them may well be a key reason for their success" (p. 11).
Principals must exercise leadership in order to create, or 
maintain a successful school. How a principal establishes
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leadership occurs through the principal's exercises of influence, 
which depends on power and authority (Bossert et al., 1982). The 
power influence approach explains leader effectiveness in terms of 
the sources of power, the amount of leader power, and the manner in 
which power is exercised. This need for power is likely to induce 
a principal to seek out the enthusiastic involvement and support of 
teachers in designing and implementing new programs, rather than 
trying to reshape curriculum and modify programs in a directive 
autocratic manner.
To exercise power is to induce people to behave in ways that 
they otherwise would not. Authority represents power which is 
vested in a position, or person, to whom the right to rule has been 
granted (Swidler, 1979). The soundest base for influence seems to 
reside in some combination of applied power and authority. To 
obtain the potential for influence, the principal must gain control 
of the critical resources of power and demonstrate, through the 
application of those resources, the ability to resolve the problems 
of teachers, students, and parents (Hall, 1977).
A principal's effectiveness at gaining a position of influence 
may depend on the extent to which this person controls resources 
that are needed by the constituency, demonstrates success in the 
management of uncertainty, and gains a sincere permission to 
manipulate the resources under command (Bossert et al., 1982, p. 
50). This position power can accrue obligations and support 
through dispensing rewards and assistance to subordinates. Reward 
power is severely constrained by professional norms, union con­
tracts, board of education regulations, funding formulas,
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government regulations, etc. Imaginative principals make the most 
of their discretion to reward cooperative and loyal teachers 
through means such as summer school positions, performance ratings, 
or recommending teachers for promotion. The discretion to dispense 
rewards depends on the principal's skill in circumventing bureau­
cratic constraints (Yukl, 1982).
Behaviors effective in one school situation may not be effec­
tive in others. Most effective administrators may be strong in 
one, or two leader behaviors, but rarely have all qualities of an 
"effective" leader. Calwelti (1984, p. 3) identified five major 
categories of effective leader behaviors:
1. Vision— Effective principals have a sense of vision as to
the kind of school and learning environment they tend to
create. They articulate goals, directions and priorities 
for their school to the community, faculty, and students.
2. Resourcefulness— Effective principals do not stop with 
limited resources provided them through normal channels. 
They demonstrate ingenuity in convincing central office 
personnel, parent groups, business leaders, and others of 
school needs.
3. School Improvement Process— Effective principals plan for
school improvement. They seek to develop a feeling that
the organization cares about its employees and values 
their contributions.
4. Instructional Support— Effective principals are visible 
entities in all phases of school life and provide active 
support to teachers. They spend much time observing 
classes and discussing instructional problems.
5. Monitoring— Effective principals spend time analyzing 
evaluative data as the basis for interventions, allo­
cations of resources, and working with staff members.
School situations differ among schools. The size of the 
school system, the size of the school, and the number of grade 
levels in the school are organizational variables that influence
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the principals' definition of his/her work and leader behaviors. 
Personal characteristics also have been examined as determinants of 
the work of the principal.
Gross and Herriot (1965) conducted a study of the Executive 
Professional Leadership (EPL) of elementary principals to examine 
the role of the principal in improving instructional performance of 
teachers. This type of leadership is defined "as the effort of an 
executive of a professional staffed organization to conform to a 
definition of his role that stresses his obligation to improve the 
quality of staff performance" (p. 8). Gross and Herriot reported 
that principals with the greatest amount of formal education did 
not provide the greatest professional leadership to their teachers. 
No significant differences were noted in the sex and marital status 
in the Executive Professional Leadership of principals.
A study of the nonverbal behavior of principals and military 
executives found a broad range of personal, interpersonal, and 
contextual factors in their regular work situations (Lipham and 
Franke, 1966). Several of these factors, such as the personal 
items in one's office and contrasting status symbols, were found to 
be related to differences between promotable and nonpromotable 
principals. Nonpromotable principals allowed themselves to be 
interrupted more often than promotables. These types of complex 
nonverbal behaviors, also, influence the role of the principal, and 
how these principals are perceived by others in the educational 
organization and community.
Hemphill (1962) suggests that very important differences may 
occur between men and women principals. This study was conducted
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with a national sample of 232 principals through an administrative 
simulation intended to clarify the nature of the principals' job 
and factors important in the selection of principals. The results 
indicate that women are prone to exchange information, maintain 
organizational relationships, respond to outsiders, and ask subor­
dinates for information. They also tend to discuss problems with 
superiors and utilize information in available background materials 
and research. On the other hand, men are prone to comply with 
suggestions made by others, analyze the administrative situation,
and follow pre-established structures. Men, also, tend to make
more concluding decisions and take a greater number of terminal 
actions, than women.
Studies by Salley, McPherson, and Baehr (1974) noted that the 
most pervasive influences on the principalship are exerted by the 
size of the school and by the number of grade levels in the school. 
They found that "principals of smaller schools are more involved 
with the students themselves...principals of larger schools more 
closely resemble managers in other institutions dealing with
staffing and union issues and, at policy levels, with personal 
issues" (p. 32). These studies, also, indicated significant differ­
entiations with the ethnic classification and sex of the principal. 
Experience was not found to be a differentiating factor in the 
principals' description of his/her job. Contrary results were
noted in the Management Progress Study (Bray, Campbell, and Grant, 
1974). This study concluded that as employees gained experience on 
the job, they became more realistic about their job opportunities
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and these changes were reflected In less positive outlooks concern­
ing their careers.
Interpersonal orientations can become an important factor of 
the work of the principal after the organizational constraints and 
personal characteristics are identified. Sarason reinforced this 
notion, stating that for the principal, "The ultimate fate of ideas 
and values depends on the principal's conception of himself in 
relation to the system" (1971, p. 111).
Machiavellian Interpersonal Orientation
Since the publication of The Prince and The Discourse by 
Niccolo Machiavelli in the early 1600's, the "Machiavellian" is 
viewed as someone who regards and manipulates others for his own 
purposes. Christie and Geis (1970, p. 1) raise the question, "Is 
it true that the person who agrees with Machiavelli's ideas behaves 
differently from one who disagrees with him?" Taking into account 
definitions of Machiavellianism and the situational variables such 
as organizational structure and role ambiguity, the answer to this 
question is assumed to be "yes".
"Machiavellians are considered to be individuals who consis­
tently manifest a lack of concern for conventional morality, are 
emotionally detached or uninvolved in interpersonal situations, are 
ideologically neutral and unbound by specific and uncompromising 
attitudinal commitments, but relatively free from pathology" (Jones 
et al. , 1979, p. 34). In The Machiavellians, Stanley Guterman 
describes this personality orientation as possessing an "amoral, 
manipulative attitude toward other individuals, combined with a 
cynical view of men's motives and of their character" (1970, p. 3).
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An individual high in Machiavellianism is pragmatic, maintains 
emotional distance, and believes that means can justify the ends.
Guterman's evidence suggests that it is possible to differ­
entiate between Machiavellians and non-Machiavellians and that this 
difference in moral character can be traced to differences in 
family background. His study of variations in the family milieu is 
based on Freud's explanation of the formation of the superego. 
Guterman hypothesizes that the strength of an individual's superego 
is affected by (1) the strictness of his parents and (2) the amount 
of love they gave him when he was young. On the basis of his 
research, Guterman concludes that parents who are emotionally close 
to their children and strict in their discipline without being 
harsh and punitive are likely to produce children with strong 
superegos (1970). Machiavellianism is often associated with low 
rapport between the parents and their children, inconsistency in 
home discipline, and greater use of physical punishment (Henderson, 
1974). Therefore, it is a safe conclusion that the marked indi­
vidual differences in Machiavellianism are attributable to a very 
complex social learning process.
The interaction model developed by Christie and Geis (1970) 
proposes that individuals with different Machiavellian interperson­
al orientations behave in predictably different or similar ways 
depending upon situational variables. The "High Mach" logically 
analyzes a situation and then proceeds to act on the basis of what 
action will lead to what result. The "Low Mach" becomes affective­
ly involved with the situation and is more likely to get carried
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away in the process of interacting rather than in the process of 
analyzing.
Situational structures are defined within this model, accord­
ing to the norms and rules of the social system. The two iden­
tified structures are classified as "highly structured" and "loose­
ly structured" situations. Different coping behaviors, or tactics, 
result from this interaction of this individual interpersonal 
orientation of Machiavellianism and the situation.
According to this Christie and Geis model, the greatest 
difference in the tactics used by high and low Machs occurs in 
loosely structured situations. The low Mach tends not to focus on 
the structural aspects of the situation, instead, he assumes that a 
structure exists and is amenable to others1 interpretation of the 
structure. High Machs thrive in loosely structured, ambiguous 
situations. They are given the opportunity for manipulation and 
tend to initiate structure. In highly structured situations, both 
personality styles tend to work within the given limits.
In summary, high Machs manipulate more, win more, are per­
suaded less, and persuade others more, than do low Machs. These 
high Mach outcomes are moderated by situational factors. It has 
been found that high Machs flourish when (1) they interact 
face-to-face with others, rather than indirectly; (2) the situation 
has a minimum number of rules and regulations, thus allowing 
latitude for improvision; and (3) where emotional involvement, with 
details irrelevant to winning, distracts low Machs (Christie and 
Geis, 1970).
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A considerable amount of research has been directed to 
relating high and low Mach interpersonal orientations to certain 
occupational and behavioral outcomes. Although Christie and Geis 
(1970) found that there is no correlation between Mach person­
alities and I.Q. among student samples, a relationship is noted 
between kinds of occupations and Machiavellianism. Previous 
research has demonstrated the existence of a link between 
Machiavellianism and a preference for business occupations. For 
examples, Skinner et al. (1976) reported that "Business" was the 
category chosen most frequently by students responding to the Kuder 
Occupational Interest Survey from a Machiavellian perspective. In 
addition, Skinner (1981) found that business students obtained 
significantly higher Mach scores, than did a matched non-business 
group. Similarly, Siegle (1973) characterized MBA faculty and 
students as "more Machiavellian than the norms" (p. 404). These 
studies posit that this "business-Machiavellianism" relationship 
could be understood in terms of underlying personality characteris­
tics.
Christie and Geis (1970) noted a relationship between the 
preference of medical specialties and Machiavellianism. In a study 
of three medical schools, students, who indicated an interest in 
subsequent specialization in psychiatry, had higher Mach scores 
than those who chose other areas of specialization. The practice 
of psychiatry resembles the experimental situations (face-to-face 
contact, prolonged periods of interaction) in which high Machs are 
more successful, than other specialties.
38
Milbrath (1963) studied the relationship of Washington
lobbyists and Machiavellianism. Here there was no overall measure
of effectiveness, or success, as a lobbyist. Most of his measures
had to do with ideological matters, and there was little relation­
ship between them and summed scores on positively worded Mach IV 
items.
Occupational selection may, also, be viewed as an interpreta­
tion of the degree of structure imposed by the occupation. Elemen­
tary and secondary school teachers, who have been unsystematically 
tested, score considerably lower than most other occupational 
groups; other professional groups tend to score higher (Christie 
and Geis, 1970, p. 354). The crucial point is the structure of the 
organization, not whether it is classified as educational.
In summary, Christie and Geis (1970) theorize about the
relative ability of high and low Machs to fit into administrative 
positions. An extremely low Mach individual would make a poor 
administrator for any position in a loosely structured orga­
nization. In almost any organization hard decisions have to be 
made that have negative consequences for some of its members—  
promotion, demotion, tenure, retention, etc. A low Mach individual 
is likely to become affectively involved and have difficulty in 
depersonalizing his relationships in order to cognitively analyze 
the situation.
High Mach individuals should be more successful than low Machs 
in a loosely structured organization, in a rapidly expanding 
organization, or in a fairly stable one that is changing its 
relationship to external organizations. They would spend more time
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aggressively bargaining for funds, or making arrangements for the 
organization's welfare and effectiveness (Christie and Geis, 1970).
In a tightly structured system in which role relationships and 
administrative procedures were clearly laid out and the problem was 
the maintenance of the organization, a high Mach administrator 
might feel stifled. They are generally poor bets for most tightly 
structured organizations.
Situational variables determine whether an organization is 
considered "loosely" or "tightly" structured. Role conflict and 
ambiguity, examples of situational variables, are important inter­
vening variables that mediate the effects of various organizational 
structures on individual and organizational outcomes. Human 
behavior reflects this interaction of sociological and psychologi­
cal influences. Therefore, role clarity and Machiavellianism 
provide the basis for a socio-psychological theory of group behav­
ior in which a dynamic transaction between roles and personality 
interact.
Role Clarity
A phenomenon of major concern in the study of organizations is 
role clarity. The social systems framework is immensely beneficial 
in explaining the range of types of role conflict and ambiguity 
that exists within organizations. The nomothetic element of the 
social system explains the behavior of individuals in terms of 
dominant roles and expectations, aimed at meeting the goals of the 
system. The role concept is the summation of the formal require­
ments with which the system confronts the individual. This 
normative approach reflects the sociological analysis of human
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behavior. Individuals must be taught this role concept; they must 
be socialized within the system (Biddle, 1979). Parsons (1951) and 
Merton (1957) consider this concept essential in the understanding 
of the social action and social structure.
Hoy and Miskel describe the nature of roles through the 
following characteristics:
1. Roles represent positions and statuses within the insti­
tution.
2. Roles are defined in terms of expectations, or the 
normative rights and duties, or the position. The expec­
tations specify the appropriate behavior for a specific 
position.
3. Roles are variable. Many roles are not precisely pre­
scribed; in fact, the role expectations associated with 
most positions are wide-ranging.
4. Roles derive their meaning from other roles in the 
system, and in this sense they are complementary.
(1982, p. 59)
Role-related patterns are not only characteristic of attitudes 
and values, but of perceptions. Each individual responds to the 
organization in terms of his, or her perceptions of it, a subjec­
tive or psychological "organization" that may differ in various 
ways from the actual organization. Accuracy in role perception has 
a definite impact on effectiveness and efficiency in organizations 
(Kast and Rosenzweig, 1979). Individuals have certain abilities 
and are motivated in varying degrees to perform designated tasks. 
However, if a task is incorrectly perceived, the result may be 
quite ineffective from the organizational point of view. The 
numerous factors affecting role perception can be considered in 
terms of the concept of role episode.
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For each person in an organization there is a "sent role", 
consisting of the influential and communicative acts of the appro­
priate role-set, and a "received role", consisting of that person's 
perceptions and cognitions of what is sent. How closely the 
received role corresponds to the sent role depends on properties of 
the senders, the focal person, the substantive content of the sent 
expectations, and the clarity of the communication. Katz and 
Kahn's description of role-sending and role-receiving is based on 
four concepts:
1. Role expectations— evaluative standards applied to the 
behavior of any person who occupies a given organization­
al position.
2. Sent role— communications stemming from role expectations 
and sent by members of the role-set as attempts to 
influence the focal person.
3. Received role— the focal person's perception of the 
role-sendings to be addressed, including the reflexive
role expectations that the focal person "sends" to 
himself or herself.
4. Role behavior— the response of the focal person to the
complex of information and influence thus received.
(1966, p. 195)
The constructs of a role episode (Figure 4) suggest a total 
sequence: role expectations lead to role sending, which leads to a
received role with the episode culminating in a behavioral response 
to the role as received. The first two concepts of the episode, 
role expectations and sent role, involve motivations, cognitions, 
and behavior of the members of the role-set. The latter two 
concepts of the episode, received role and role behavior, have to 
do with the motivations, cognitions, and behavior of the focal
person. A feedback loop is incorporated within the model as this
Figure 4
A Theoretical Model of the Role Episode and Factors Affecting 
the Organizational Role-Taking Process
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Attributes 
of the 
person
Role Senders Focal Person
Expectations Sent Role Received role Role behavior
Perceptions of 
focal person's 
behavior; 
evaluation
Information; 
attempts at 
influence
Perception of 
role and 
perception of 
role sending
Compliance; 
resistance; 
"side effects
Interpersonal
factors
(Katz and Kahn, 1978, p. 196)
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process Is actually cyclic and never-ending. The degree to which a 
person's behavior conforms to the expectations of the role-set will 
affect the state of those expectations at the next moment.
The role episode takes place in the context of confounding 
variables such as the attributes of the person, as well as 
organizational and interpersonal influences. There are various 
prescriptions and proscriptions associated with the particular po­
sitions in organizations. Systematic behavior patterns describe 
the propensity in an individual to behave in certain ways. Role 
senders often modify their expectations, with regard to particular 
positions, based on their knowledge of the personalities involved. 
Interpersonal factors operate parallel to personal attributes in 
affecting the role episode process. The way in which the sent role 
is received will largely depend upon the interpersonal relation­
ships between the focal person and the role senders.
To summarize, the role episode is abstracted from a process 
that is cyclic and on-going; the response of the focal person feeds 
back to each sender in ways that alter, or reinforce that sender's 
expectations and subsequent role-sending. The current 
role-sendings of each member of the set depend on that member's 
evaluations of the response to his, or her last sendings, and thus 
a new episode.
The role episode model does not illustrate the conflict that 
is inevitable, due to the many processes going on at any given 
moment. Role conflict is generally defined as the simultaneous 
occurrence of two or more role expectations, such that compliance 
with one would make compliance with the other more difficult (Katz
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and Kahn, 1966). Some of this conflict is implied in the selective 
perception, or outright rejection of a sent role by the focal 
person. Conflict in this sense, does not mean overt antagonism or 
violence.
Role conflict is typically noted as a disagreement between two 
or more role-senders, but two or more expectations of the same 
role-sender may lie in conflict, and conflict can occur between 
expectations of the role-set and those of the focal person for 
himself, or herself. Kast and Rosenzweig (1979) identify four 
major types of conflict: (1) person-role, (2) interrole, (3)
intersender, and (4) intrasender.
Person-role conflict is implied in the role episode model 
where personal attributes mediate between the sent role and the one 
that is received by the focal person. Conflict occurs when the 
requirements of the role violate the needs, values, or capacities 
of the focal person. This type of conflict relates to the internal 
cognitive and motivational aspects of behavior.
Interrole conflict relates to the phenomenon of multiple goals 
for individuals simultaneously acting in several, or many organiza­
tions. A person may find himself faced with sent expectations for 
a role in one organization which conflict with those for another 
role. For example, an individual’s family role may conflict with 
what is expected from his job.
Intersender conflict results when various members of the role 
set have different expectations for a particular role person and 
therefore, transmit conflicting sendings. Because of this, there 
are pressures on the individual from many directions, as the
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various senders attempt to influence his behavior. Intersender 
role conflict creates a complex environment for the focal person.
Intrasender conflict develops when one sender transmits 
conflicting instructions, or expects behavior that is impossible in 
light of earlier directives. This can occur with the transmission 
of messages that have conflicting parts or, more commonly, from 
messages sent at different time periods.
Role conflict is evident in all organizations. Organizational 
studies by Geis et al. (1958) and Charters (1952) indicate that 
role conflict is associated with decreased satisfaction, coping 
behavior that would be dysfunctional for the organization, and 
experiences of stress and anxiety. Kahn et al. (1964) found that 
persons reporting role conflict stated that their trust in the 
persons who imposed the pressure was reduced, they liked them less 
personally, they held them in lower esteem, they communicated less 
with them, and that their own effectiveness was decreased. Specif­
ically, in relation to educational organizations, Seeman (1953) 
found that for school executives potential sources of role conflict 
resulted in significant decision making difficulty, while Getzels 
and Guba (1954) noted that ineffective teachers experienced the 
most conflict. Consequently, role conflict can be seen as causing 
decreased individual satisfaction and decreased organizational 
effectiveness.
Getzels and Guba (1957) view job satisfaction as a balance 
between the role expectations of the organization and the person­
ality dispositions of the individual. When an individual does what 
his role calls for, and when his behavior gratifies his needs, then
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the individual is said to be satisfied. Most of the research 
literature reinforces the Getzels/Guba model. Job satisfaction 
results when and work requirements. When expectations and needs 
are not met, dissatisfaction occurs.
Behavior was examined in relation to role and personality 
through an experimental study by Liddel and Slocum (1976). A 
highly centralized communication system was established in this 
study for the completion of a series of tasks. Wanting to be 
controlled and expressing control were the personality characteris­
tics of interest. Participants were divided into three groups: 
compatible (controlling persons in controlling positions), incom­
patible (controlling persons in controlled positions), and random. 
The compatible groups performed faster and with fewer errors than 
did the incompatible groups. The performance of the random groups 
was not significantly different from that of either extreme. These 
findings represent support for the proposition that role- 
personality congruence relates directly to performance.
In addition to role conflict, both classical organizational 
theory and role theory are concerned with role ambiguity. Accord­
ing to classical theory, every position in a formal organizational 
structure should have a specified set of tasks, or position respon­
sibilities. If these formal definitions of the role requirements 
are not clear to the individual, role ambiguity results. There­
fore, role ambiguity simply means uncertainty about what the 
occupant of a particular office is supposed to do (Katz and Kahn, 
1966). But there may be uncertainty as well, about many other 
aspects of a role, including the membership of the role-set, the
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ends to be served by role enactment, and the evaluation of present 
role behavior.
Role theory further states that role ambiguity will result in 
coping behavior by the role incumbent, which may take the form of 
attempts to solve the problem to avoid sources of stress, or to use 
defense mechanisms which distort the reality of the situation (Kahn 
et al., 1964). Rizzo (1970) notes that ambiguity should, there­
fore, increase the probability that a person will be dissatisfied 
with his role, will experience anxiety, will distort reality, and 
thus will perform less effectively. Research on the consequences 
of role ambiguity, has discovered some side effects similar to 
those for role conflict, low job satisfaction and high tension, and 
some that seem more specific to the ambiguity experience, low 
self-confidence and a sense of futility (Kahn et al., 1964).
There was substantial evidence that role ambiguity reduced the 
effectiveness of performance. Cohen (1959) found that ambiguous 
definition of a task and inconsistent direction from a superior 
resulted in an increase in anxiety, a less favorable attitude 
toward the superior, and decreased in production. This study noted 
that the accomplishment of experimental tasks was reduced when 
instructions were unclear. Smith (1957) found similar effects when 
"nonsending role-senders" (silent, unidentified stooges) were 
introduced into an experimental situation. In this study of 140 
college students, Smith varied the amount of role ambiguity and 
measured the effects on problem-solving. Ambiguous situations 
reinforced the findings of previous studies: increased group
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dissatisfaction, increased hostility, and decreased efficiency in 
performing the tasks.
Foskett (1967) administered a 45-item role inventory to 
elementary principals, teachers, board members, and community 
leaders. The results of this study noted a high level of ambiguity 
associated with the role and a low level of agreement between the 
principal and others for several critical norms. Foskett suggests 
that "whenever a position is interstitial and no well-defined 
guidelines exist for the occupant and for others with whom he 
interacts, morale may suffer, performance may be less effective, 
and others may become critical" (1967, p. 95).
One of the basic problems of the school principalship appears 
to be the lack of an adequate role definition. Wolcott (1973) 
found principals to be preoccupied with "a search for role" (p. 
296). He explained that these administrators are struck with 
notions of what they are and ought to be, but are provided few 
guidelines to effectively implement these notions.
It is clear that little is known about the relationships 
between these concepts of role conflict and role ambiguity and that 
the research cited used various measures and methods. Often these 
measures and methods did not systematically relate these concepts 
to other variables in complex organizational settings (Rizzo et 
al., 1970). All agree, however, that the experience of role
conflict and ambiguity in work situations is widespread. Conse­
quently, efforts to obtain a better understanding of role conflict, 
role ambiguity, and their correlates are certainly justified.
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Job Satisfaction
Job satisfaction was defined in 1935 by Hoppock as any com­
bination of psychological, physiological, and environmental circum­
stances that causes a person to say, "I am satisfied with my job." 
Similar statements continue to be used by researchers. For exam­
ple, Locke (1969, p. 306) defined job satisfaction as "the pleasur­
able emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job as 
achieving or facilitating one's values". Job satisfaction is seen 
by Lawler (1973, p. 63) to be "one measure of the quality of life 
in organizations".
Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969, p. 3) believe that "the 
improvement of satisfaction is of humanitarian value . . . satis­
faction is a legitimate goal in itself". Holdaway (1978) concludes 
that job satisfaction is generally viewed as an organizational 
outcome, not as a determinant.
Social systems theorists over the past two decades have 
maintained that organizational structures and processes interact to 
affect school outcomes or participant behavior. This approach to 
job satisfaction was developed out of classical "needs psychology" 
and focuses on theories and studies, which stress personal and 
environmental determinants of work attitudes, job satisfaction and 
morale (Coughlan, 1968). In needs psychology, a person's "needs" 
are viewed as giving rise to his "goal directed behavior", which 
aims at the satisfaction of these roles.
This "needs" approach to understanding human motivation and 
satisfaction usually contains two fundamental premises (Miskel, 
1980). First, the individual is viewed as a "wanting" organism.
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He/she wants items, such as food, autonomy, achievement, and money. 
The individual is motivated by a desire to satisfy specific needs 
and is satisfied by their fulfillment. Maslow (1970) postulated 
that the needs are physiological, safety, social, esteem, and 
self-actualization. Alderfer (1972) collapsed Maslow’s hierarchy 
and stated that the needs are existence, relatedness, and growth 
(ERG). The second premise is that the needs which individuals 
pursue are generalized across most populations. While allowing for 
some individual differences, Maslow, Alderfer, and Herzberg ba­
sically assumed that most individuals have a universal need struc­
ture.
Herzberg, Mausner, and Synderman (1959) formulated the now 
famous intrinsic and extrinsic model of job satisfaction. This 
motivation-hygiene theory proposed by psychologist, Frederick 
Herzberg, concluded that intrinsic factors induce satisfaction, 
while extrinsic factors induce dissatisfaction, with a work situa­
tion. The motivating factors, such as recognition, achievement, 
responsibility, and advancement lead to a positive work attitude. 
On the other hand, dissatisfied workers frequently complained about 
company policy and administration, supervision, interpersonal 
relations and working conditions. Sergiovanni (1967), after 
replicating the Herzberg study in the educational organization, 
concluded that satisfiers and dissatisfiers tend to be mutually 
exclusive. To elaborate, factors accounting for positive attitudes 
among educators relate primarily to the work itself, while factors 
accounting for negative attitudes relate to the conditions of the 
work.
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The results of a study of secondary school administrators 
conducted by Gene Schmidt (1976) add support to this mo- 
tivation-hygiene theory of job satisfaction. Administrators 
indicated that recognition, achievement, and advancement are major 
forces in motivating them to lift their performance to approach 
their maximum potential. They indicated that interpersonal re­
lations with subordinate, peers, and superiors are a major force in 
producing job dissatisfaction. The data from this study supported 
a postulate of the motivation-hygiene theory which states that 
fulfillment of motivator factors tends to make one stay on the job, 
and lack of relief from hygiene factors tends to make one leave the 
job. The data indicated a lack of support for the postulate that 
satisfaction derived from relief of hygiene factors and dissatis­
faction derived from lack of fulfillment of motivator factors are 
short-term in length. In fact, the data in this study indicated 
that the feeling derived from these situations lasted equally as 
long as satisfaction derived from fulfillment of motivator factors.
Controversies have developed over the accuracy and applicabil­
ity of Herzberg's two-factor theory. In view of this theory, an 
employee can be both satisfied and dissatisfied at the same time, 
thus resulting in contradictory states. A person may dislike part 
of his job, yet think the job is satisfying, due to the multidimen­
sionality of the concept. To aid extensive further research, 
additional dimensions of satisfaction should be given attention, in 
order to provide a comprehensive analysis.
Getzels and Guba (1957) viewed job satisfaction as a balance 
between the role expectations of the organization and the
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personality dispositions of the individual. When an individual did 
what his/her role called for, and when his/her behavior gratified 
his/her needs, then the individual was said to be satisfied. Most 
of the research literature reinforced this Getzels/Guba model, 
concluding that job satisfaction resulted when congruence occurs 
between individual aspirations and work requirements. When expec­
tations and needs did not correlate, dissatisfaction occurred.
Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) viewed job satisfaction as 
feelings of affective responses to the work situation. In addi­
tion, they posited that these responses were best explained by a 
discrepancy between the work motivation attitudes and the incentive 
offered by the organization. Similar conceptualizations were the 
inducements-contributions theory (March and Simon, 1958), the 
cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957), and the inequity 
theory (Adams, 1963). The basic postulate of these positions was 
that job satisfaction levels were related to the perceived differ­
ence between what was expected, or desired, as a fair and reason­
able return (individual motivation), and what was actually experi­
enced in the job situation (organizational incentives).
Abbott (1965) elaborated upon these concepts for the educa­
tional organizations. He hypothesized that as long as an educator 
elects to remain in a school system, he/she will perform, to some 
extent, according to his/her job description. In doing so, the 
educator anticipates a relationship between the expected perfor­
mance and the rewards which the school district has to offer. If 
these rewards are not forthcoming, or if he/she perceives them as 
negative, an incongruent condition exists. In order to compensate
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for this condition, the educator may tend to question the accuracy 
of his/her perceptions of the situation. This modification is 
generally accompanied by a shift in the educator's job satisfaction 
level.
Argyris (1972) proposed a "personality-and-organization view" 
of the degree of congruence between an individual's aspirations and 
the organization's requirement for the work of that individual. 
When congruence occurred between individual aspirations and work 
requirements, satisfaction and desirable activities would, probably 
result. Argyris' research noted that facets such as leadership 
styles of supervisors and administrative controls could be suffi­
ciently powerful to cause an employee to leave an organization, 
even though he is intrinsically satisfied.
Early research hypotheses stated that satisfaction on the job 
was directly related to productivity— that the happy worker was the 
productive worker. Some researchers examined the multivariate 
relationships among leader behaviors, job satisfaction, and produc­
tivity. For example, Katz and others (1950) noted that employ­
ee-oriented leaders are associated with higher group productivity 
and higher job satisfaction while the production-oriented leaders 
tend to be associated with lower group productivity and lower work 
satisfaction. After much research, it became apparent that a 
simple formulation was Inadequate and that a simple relationship 
between satisfaction and productivity has not been established 
(Herzberg, Mausner, and Synderman, 1959; Vroom, 1964). Neverthe­
less, the study of satisfaction was able to contribute to the 
general psychology of motivation, preferences, and attitudes
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(Smith, 1957). Laws obtained in the job context generalized quite 
widely to other areas of preferences, as a special case of the 
broader problems involved in the measurement of attitudes.
Summary
This chapter first presented a review of the research on the 
role of the principal in school organizations. This review was 
followed by general reviews of selected literature on the 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, role theory, and satisfac­
tion with role and work environment. The applications of these 
constructs to the role of the principal in school organizations 
were explored.
CHAPTER III 
Design and Procedure 
This chapter will describe the design of the study, the 
sample, data collection procedures and the preparation of the 
instruments for statistical analysis. Also, provided within this 
chapter is a description of each instrument used in the study. 
Design
This study used an ex post facto research design. Kerlinger
(1973) defines this type of research as,
"... systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist does 
not have direct control of independent variables because their 
manifestations have already occurred or because they are 
inherently not manipulable. Inferences about relations among 
variables are made, without direct intervention, from concomi­
tant variation of independent and dependent variables." (p. 
379)
The fundamental distinction then between experimental and ex 
post facto research is that there is no direct intervention or 
manipulation of variables in ex post facto research. The direct 
control available in experimental research is clearly lacking in ex 
post facto studies because of the impracticality or lack of inter­
est in manipulating variables within natural social settings 
(Kerlinger, 1973). In ex post facto research, direct control is 
not possible: neither experimental manipulation nor random assign­
ment can be used by the researcher (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 380). This 
research design is limited by the lack of control of independent 
variables.
Despite this weakness, ex post facto research does allow for 
controlled inquiry in many disciplines including education. Many 
research problems in the social sciences and education do not lend
55
56
themselves to experimental Inquiry. Controlled inquiry is possible 
even though true experimentation is not. This research design 
permits the researchers to predict significant relations and 
nonsignificant relations rather than causality (Kerlinger, 1973). 
Sample
A stratified sample of 450 principals was chosen from compre­
hensive public schools across the state of Louisiana. Research 
packets were mailed to 200 elementary school principals, 100 middle 
school principals, 100 secondary school principals, and 50 unit 
(K-12) school principals. This sample represented approximately 
one-third of the total population of public school principals in 
Louisiana.
Data Collection Procedures
The packet mailed to each selected principal included a cover 
letter (see Appendix A) which described the purpose of the study, 
urged participation, provided directions for returning the mate­
rials. The letter guaranteed anonymous participation in the study.
Attached to the cover letter were a demographic information 
sheet to gather information about the principal’s age, sex, ethnic 
classification, and career history (see Appendix B), the question­
naires containing the role clarity, Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation, and job satisfaction scales, and a self-addressed 
return envelope.
Two weeks after this initial mailing, a follow-up letter was 
sent to all the principals to further encourage their participation 
and/or to thank them for returning the requested information. 
Appendix C presents this follow-up letter.
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The questionnaires returned from the principals were processed 
prior to the statistical analysis. Two hundred forty-two (242) 
questionnaires were returned from the principals and each 
questionnaire was assigned a unique case number. Seven (7) 
questionnaires were immediately discarded because they had not been 
completed at all or had only partially been completed. A total of 
235 usable questionnaires provided a 52% rate of return. Item 
values were then key punched onto a computer and verified. The 
results were inspected to insure that the data files contained no 
extraneous response.
Instrumentation
The principals' perceived degrees of role clarity, 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, and job satisfaction 
factors are the variables to be examined in this study. The Role 
Clarity Scale developed by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970), a 
revised version of the Mach V scale developed by Christie and Geis 
(1970), and the Job Descriptive Index developed by Smith (1960) 
were utilized to measure the variables of this study.
Role Clarity Scale: Role clarity was initially measured using
a 30 item questionnaire developed by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman 
(1970). Appendix D presents this instrument. The items were 
constructed to reflect certainty about duties, authority, allo­
cation of time, and relationships with others; the clarity or 
existence of guides, directives, policies; and the ability to 
predict sanctions as outcomes of behavior (Rizzo et al., 1970, p. 
156). The items constitute factorally independent scales for most
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samples and are designed to measure role conflict and role ambigu­
ity in complex organizations.
Subjects are requested to respond to each role item, indicat­
ing the degree to which the condition exists for him/her on a seven 
point scale. Each item scale ranges from "very false" to "very 
true". Items receiving a "very false" rating are awarded one point 
for scoring purposes and items receiving a "very true" rating are 
awarded seven points for scoring purposes. The possible range for 
the total score of these 30 role items is from 30 points to 210 
points. Higher scores indicate higher degrees of conflict and 
ambiguity resulting in lower role clarity.
Separate scores may be obtained for the instrument's two 
subscales: role conflict and role ambiguity. The scores of the 15
odd-numbered items are summed to obtain a total role conflict 
subscale score and the scores of the 15 even-numbered items are 
summed to obtain a total role ambiguity subscale score. The 
possible range for each subscales is from 15 points to 105 points. 
Higher scores are indicative of greater amounts of conflict and 
ambiguity. Kuder-Richardson internal consistency reliability 
estimates for the role conflict subscale reportedly range from .82 
to .84 and from .78 to .81 for the role ambiguity subscale (Rizzo, 
1970).
The factor structure coefficients for the role conflict and 
ambiguity scales using the orthogonal varimax rotation procedures, 
as derived by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman (1970, p. 160) are 
presented in Appendix Table 1. Factor I was named role conflict 
because it primarily reflects items drawn from the role conflict
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definition. Items loading .30, or greater on this factor are shown 
in this table. Of the 15 role conflict items, 9 are represented 
with loadings greater than, or equal to .30. Factor II is named 
role ambiguity because it reflects items drawn primarily from the 
same definition. Most items are stated in the direction of high 
role clarity. The ratings of the items not stated in this 
directions are reversed for scoring purposes. Items loading 
greater than, or equal to .30 on this second factor are also shown 
in Appendix Table 1. Of the 15 role ambiguity items, 9 are 
represented on this factor. The two factors, role conflict and
role ambiguity, account for 56 percent of the common variance of 
the 30-item set.
This factor analysis revealed that the two factors extracted 
strongly parallel the two theoretical concepts of role conflict and 
role ambiguity. Recently, a rather exhaustive review of role 
clarity studies resulted in a favorable conclusion concerning the 
construct validity and psychometric properties of the scales 
(Schuler, Aldag, and Brief, 1977). In addition, these role con­
flict and ambiguity factors are highly correlated with their 
original counterparts, suggesting that role conflict and ambiguity 
are not artifactual constructs and that continued use of the Rizzo 
et al. scale is warranted (House et al., 1983).
Although the validity and reliability of this Role Clarity 
Scale has been previously investigated, a factor analysis of the 
instrument was completed to verify its construct validity for this 
sample of school principals. This analysis was performed to
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determine the number and nature of the constructs identified by
this instrument.
Machiavellian Scale: A revised version of the forced-choice
Machiavellian Scale, Mach V Attitude Inventory, developed by
Christie and Geis (1970) designed to measure high and low 
Machiavellian personality predisposition was also utilized in this 
study (See Appendix E). The original instrument consists of three 
statements arranged in a forced choice format. Subjects were 
instructed to read each group of three statements and select first, 
the statement which they view as "most like me" and second, the 
statement they view as "least like me". Scores on this inventory
ranged between 40 and 160 with low scores representing low Mach and
high scores representing high Mach interpersonal orientations. In 
samples of graduate students and business executives, studies have 
indicated the Cronbach alpha reliability of the Mach V as in the 
upper .60’s. Although this figure does not seem overly impressive, 
Christie and Geis noted that the scale does make "meaningful dis­
criminations among individuals’ behavior" (p. 27).
Since the reliability of the Mach V was low for most of the 
Christie and Geis samples and for a pilot sample of secondary 
principals analyzed by this researcher, the sixty statements of the 
Mach V questionnaire were rated separately by the sample of prin­
cipals. This procedure was comparable to the ones utilized with 
the initial Mach IV studies of Christie and Geis.
The 60 items were placed in a three-point Likert format. The 
principals were requested to rate each statement as either "most 
like me", "no response (neutral)", or "least like me". When
61
agreement meant acceptance of statements worded in the 
Machiavellian direction, the scoring was from one point for "least 
like me" to three points for "most like me". When the statement 
was phrased so that agreement presumably meant acceptance of a 
non-Machiavellian point of view, the scoring was reserved. High 
scores reflected a respondent's acceptance of a Machiavellian view­
point, and low scores reflected a rejection of such an outlook.
No factor analyses were conducted in the Christie and Geis 
studies with the Machiavellian interpersonal orientation instru­
ment. Instead, phi coefficients were computed to obtain part-whole 
correlations of each item with the subjects' score on the total 
scale.
Job Descriptive Index: The job satisfaction perceptions
toward work itself, pay, colleagues, supervision, and promotional 
opportunities are measured by the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) (see 
Appendix F). Each subscale of this job satisfaction inventory 
contains nine to eighteen items. The final version of the JDI is 
provided in Appendix Table 2. Respondents were requested to place 
a "Y" beside each item that describes a particular aspect of 
his/her job, an "N" if the item does not describe the aspect or "?" 
if a decision cannot be made. The weights used for scoring are 
given in the right-hand column of Appendix Table 3. The sum of 
scores for all scales gives a JDI measure of total satisfaction. A 
high score is indicative of high job satisfaction.
Several different methods for scoring the same JDI measures 
were developed and analyzed in earlier studies of satisfaction. 
The JDI scales, as scored by the direct method, show consistent
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discriminant and convergent validity (Smith et al., 1975). Factor 
analyses were conducted for each scoring method. Five factors, as 
identified as the JDI subscales, consistently emerged in these 
analyses, accounting for between 71 to 75 percent of the total 
variance. Results from the factor analysis of items give strong 
support to the claim that the differentiation of job attitudes 
demonstrated in a number of situations results from discriminable 
responses to specific aspects of the job conditions (Smith et al., 
1975, p. 62).
Preliminary studies of split-half estimates of internal 
consistency of the direct JDI scales yielded an average corrected 
reliability estimate of .80 and above using the Spearman-Brown 
formula (Smith et al., 1957). These reliabilities are noted in 
Table 1. In addition, the scales are shown to have good convergent 
and discriminant validity when compared to other job satisfaction 
measures (Dunham et al., 1977).
Although the validity and reliability of the Job Descriptive 
Index has been previously investigated, a factor analysis was 
conducted with this instrument to verify its construct validity for 
this particular sample of school principals. Also, this analysis 
was performed to determine the existence of subscales for this 
sample.
Data Analysis
Four kinds of analysis were completed and are presented in 
Chapter IV: 1) descriptive statistical summaries for the sample,
2) descriptive statistical summaries for the instruments, 3)
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Table 1
Internal Consistencies of Revised JDI Scales
Correlations Corrected 
Correlation of to Full Length Using
Random Split- Spearman-Brown
Scale Halves Formula
Work .73
00•
Pay .67 .80
Promotions .75 .86
Supervision .77 .87
Co-workers .78 • 00 00
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analyses pertinent to the research questions, and 4) supplemental 
analyses. An initial item correlation matrix for each instrument 
was performed to determine its appropriate procedure for factor 
analyses. Pearson product-moment coefficient correlations were 
included in the initial analysis of the instruments and their 
subscales and principals' characteristics. A canonical correlation 
analysis and analyses of variance were computed to examine the 
existence of possible multivariate relationships and to determine 
the main effects of several school and principal characteristics 
that existed on the dependent variables of role clarity, 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, and job satisfaction. A 
minimum significance level of p < . 0 5  was the criterion maintained 
for the acceptance of statistically significant relationships with 
two-tail tests.
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This chapter presents the analysis of data. Included are 
descriptive statistical summaries for the sample, descriptive 
summaries and factor analyses for the instruments, analyses perti­
nent to the three research questions, and supplemental analyses. 
Summaries of Descriptive Statistics for the Sample
A total of 235 (52%) usable packets of questionnaires were 
returned. Tables 2, 3, and 4 present the profiles of the sample by 
school-level configuration, by student enrollment, and by personal 
characteristics. Of those principals responding, 18% administered 
elementary schools, 28% administered middle schools, 40% adminis­
tered secondary schools, and 14% administered unit (K-12) schools. 
Most of the schools in this sample (31%) had a student enrollment 
of over 800, although the mean enrollment for this sample was 700 
students. According to the profile of the sample by personal 
characteristics (Table 4), the typical principal in this study was 
a white male between the ages of 46 and 55 years.
The profile of the sample by professional characteristics is 
presented in Table 5. Only one principal held a degree below the 
master's level. Most of these principals held a master's degree, 
with at least thirty hours of graduate work beyond this degree. 
Although the majority of these principals had over twenty-one total 
years of experience in education (67%), they served in this present 
position for less than seven years (54%).
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Table 2
Profile of Sample by School-Level Configuration
Sample Size
Usable
Questionnaires Percent Returned
Percent of 
Total Returned
Elementary 200 43 22 18
Middle 100 65 65 28
Secondary 100 94 94 40
K-12, Unit 50 33_ 66 14
TOTALS 450 235 100
Table 3
Profile of Sample by Student Enrollment
Student Enrollment Frequency Percent
0 - 2 0 0  7 3
201 - 400 54 23
401 - 600 63 27
601 - 800 38 16
800+ 73 31
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Table 4
Profile of Sample by Personal Characteristics
Characteristic Frequency Percent
Sex:
Male 202 86
Female 33 14
Ethnic Classification:
White 195 83
Black 38 16
Other 2 1
Age:*
- 35 9 4
36 - 45 88 37
46 - 55 109 46
55 + 27 12
*Some principals did not respond to this item.
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Table 5
Profile of Sample by Professional Characteristics
Characteristic Frequency Percent
Degree:
Bachelor 1
Master 27 12
Master + 30 172 73
Specialist 18 8
Doctoral 17 7
Total Years Experience:
0 - 5 0
6 - 1 0 2 1
11 - 15 25 11
16 - 20 50 21
21 - 25 74 31
26 + 84 36
Years as Principal:
0 - 3 43 19
4 - 7 77 34
8 - 1 1 47 21
12 - 15 28 12
15 + 32 14
69
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments 
Role Clarity Scale: A high score on the revised 26-item
instrument was indicative of high role conflict and high role 
ambiguity, resulting in low role clarity. The possible range for 
the instrument was 26 to 182, with a mean score of 104. The actual 
range for this study was 36 to 160. The mean role clarity score 
for this sample of 235 principals was 87.09 with a standard de­
viation of 23.09. Table 6 presents these results.
When computed separately for the principals by school-level 
configuration, the mean scores varied slightly (Table 7). Secon­
dary school principals reported the highest role conflict and role 
ambiguity, as determined by their 90.56 mean score. The other role 
clarity mean scores were 85.05 for elementary school principals, 
84.84 for middle school principals, and 88.24 for unit (K-12) 
school principals.
Machiavellian Scale; Since the reliability of the Mach V 
scale for most of the Christie and Geis samples and for the pilot 
sample of secondary principals in this study was in the .60's, the 
sixty statements of the instrument were rated individually by the 
principals of this study. The items were then scored with 1 point 
for a response of "least like me", 2 points for "no response 
(neutral)", and 3 points for a response of "most like me". Some 
item scores were reversed after an analysis of the instrument 
revealed that all statements were not worded in the same direction.
A high score on the revised 25-item Machiavellian scale 
signified a high Mach interpersonal orientation. The possible
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments for Total Sample 
n=235
Instrument Mean
Standard
Deviation Minimum Maximum
Role Clarity Scale 
(26 items)
87.09 23.09 36 160
Machiavellian Scale 
(25 items)
36.82 6.79 25 56
Job Descriptive 
Index (72 items)
141.38 30.67 62 211
Job Itself 36.81 7.22 10 54
Pay 10.71 6.15 0 27
Promotion 11.59 8.87 0 27
Supervision 40.64 12.27 1 54
Co-workers 41.72 11.57 33 69
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by School-Level Configura­
tion
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Elementary School Principals
Role Clarity Scale 85.05 21.45
Machiavellian Scale 35.89 8.20
Job Descriptive Index 142.11 23.69
Job Itself 38.11 7.80
Pay 9.65 6.05
Promotion 7.81 7.24
Supervision 43.08 10.73
Co-workers 43.46 9.06
Middle School Principals
Role Clarity Scale 84.82 22.64
Machiavellian Scale 33.83 5.83
Job Descriptive Index 140.55 29.44
Job Itself 36.82 6.16
Pay 9.86 5.76
Promotion 12.28 8.30
Supervision 40.14 11.39
Co-workers 41.46 11.11
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Table 7 (cont’d)
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by School-Level Configura­
tion
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Secondary School Principals
Role Clarity Scale 90.56 23.87
Machiavellian Scale 40.37 4.70
Job Descriptive Index 138.90 33.92
Job Itself 36.20 7.20
Pay 11.26 6.27
Promotion 12.32 9.32
Supervision 39.72 13.36
Co-workers 39.40 12.41
Unit School Principals
Role Clarity Scale 88.24 22.53
Machiavellian Scale 34.73 7.43
Job Descriptive Index 149.70 30.79
Job Itself 36.00 8.62
Pay 11.42 6.84
Promotion 12.88 9.59
Supervision 42.73 11.59
Co-workers 46.67 10.80
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range for this instrument was 25 to 75 with a mean score of 50. 
The actual range for this sample of 235 school principals was 25 to 
56. The mean Machiavellian interpersonal orientation score for 
this sample was 36.82 with a standard deviation of 6.79, indicating 
a perceived low Mach interpersonal orientation. Table 6 presents 
these results.
Secondary principals scored higher in their perceptions of 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation than the other groups of 
principals according to their computed 40.37 mean score (Table 7). 
Middle school principals reported the lowest scores on these 
perceptions of Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, as indicat­
ed by their mean score of 33.83. The other mean scores were 35.89 
for elementary school principals and 34.73 for unit school prin­
cipals. A table of additional mean scores for this variable by 
principals’ age is presented in Appendix Table 4.
Job Descriptive Index: A high total score on the Job Descrip­
tive Index suggested high job satisfaction. The possible range for 
the JDI is 76 to 216, with a mean score of 144. The actual range 
for this sample of principals was 62 to 211, with a mean score of 
141, and a standard deviation of 30.67. These values were very 
similar to those of the possible range and mathematical mean score. 
Table 6 presents these results.
Unit (K-12) school principals perceived slightly higher 
degrees of job satisfaction than the other groups of principals 
with a JDI mean score of 149.7 (Table 7). The JDI mean scores of 
elementary, middle, and secondary school principals for this study
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were 142.11, 140.55, and 138.90 respectively, indicating little
variation.
An analysis of subscale mean scores for the principals divided 
by school-level configuration indicated that elementary principals 
reported low job satisfaction in the factors of pay and promotion. 
The highest area of job satisfaction, relations with co-workers, 
was recorded by unit school principals. There was little variance 
in other subscale mean scores.
Factor Analyses of Instruments
Role Clarity Scale
A factor analysis was conducted for the Role Clarity Scale 
since there was little evidence about the measure's construct 
validity for the sample of school principals. The initial Pearson 
product-moment correlation matrix was developed from item scores. 
This analysis revealed that the degree of item dependency was 
varied. The correlation coefficients among half of the items were 
less than or equal to .25, indicating relatively independent items. 
The other half of the items possessed correlation coefficients 
above .25, indicating items that were rather moderately correlated 
and, for the most part independent. Several correlations were 
below .10 while others were above .60 coefficient level. 
Therefore, both oblique and orthogonal factor analyses were 
completed.
A comparison of the oblique and orthogonal analyses con­
strained to two factors identified similar item patterning and 
loadings. This comparison is presented in Table 8. The item 
factor loadings listed in this table are Pearson product-moment
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Table 8
A Comparison of Oblique and Orthogonal Factor Analyses 
30 Item Role Clarity Scale
ROLE OBLIQUE PROMAX ORTHOGONAL VARIMAX
ITEM FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2
1 .55 .46 .49 .33
2 .62 .45 .57* .29
3 -.09 -.40* --- .03 -.43*
4 .68* .45 --- .63* .27
5 .32 .43 .23 .38
6 .41 .61* .27 .55
7 -.51* -.23 --- -.51* .08
8 -.10 .16 -.17 .22
9 .50 .67 .36 .59*
10 .71* .26 --- .73* .04
11 .53 .65 .39 .56
12 .62* .30 --- .61* .12
13 .42 .71* --- .25 .67
14 .45 .64* --- .32 .57*
15 .51* .30 --- .48* .16
16 .62* .39 .59 .22
17 .63* .44 --- .57* .28
18 .73 .27 .75 .04
19- .08 .53* --- -.08 .59*
20 .68* .48 --- .62* .30
21 .35 .63* --- .19 .60*
22 .38 .50 .28 .44
23 .34 .50 .22 .46*
24 .55 .44 .49 .30
25 .52 .67 .38 .58*
26 .71* .54 --- .63* .36
27 .52 .60 .40 .50
28 .59 .74* --- .43 .64*
29 .52* .25 --- .51* .10
30 .46 .46 .37 .36
*Factor loadings of .30 and greater and at least a .20 difference 
between the two factors
 Indicates common items
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correlation coefficients. Two decision rules were established for 
retaining items for further examination. First, the retained items 
possessed factor loadings of .30 or greater, indicating approxi­
mately 10% variance explained by the item on the factor. The 
second decision rule applied to those items loading on more than 
one factor. The difference between the loadings needed to be .20 
or greater, retaining items on factors with the highest loading. 
Thus, items that loaded highly on two factors were not necessarily 
retained. The items, with an asterisk, as identified in Table 8 
were those retained by the given decision rules. This process 
revealed ten factor 1 items and nine factor 2 items with the 
oblique analysis, and ten factor 1 and seven factor 2 items with 
the orthogonoal analysis. A comparison of these analyses iden­
tified fifteen common items.
These two-factor solutions did identify some items for 
retention, but they did not simplify the structure. The two 
factors identified by the solutions did not line up with the two 
constructs of role ambiguity and role conflict that Rizzo (1970) 
identified in previous studies. A one-factor solution was complet­
ed, since so many items cross-loaded on the two factors. Table 9 
presents the results of this solution. Twenty-six items loaded at 
.40 or above. Item 10 was not included in the analysis, since it 
is a repetition of item 18, due to a typographical error in Rizzo's 
original instrument. Items 3, 8, and 19 were also deleted since 
their factor loadings were below the .40 level. These factor 
loadings suggested that the two original subscales, role conflict 
and role ambiguity, do not constitute factorally independent
Table 9
Initial Factor Method: Principal Components Factor Structure
30 Item Role Clarity Scale
ROLE ITEM FACTOR 1
1 .58
2 .62
3 -.26*
4 .65
5 .42
6 .57
7 -.44
8 .02*
9 .66
10 .58*
11 .67
12 .54
13 .62
14 .60
15 .47
16 .58
17 .62
18 .59
19 .32*
20 .67
21 .54
22 .49
23 .47
24 .57
25 .67
26 .71
27 .63
28 .75
29 .45
30 .52
*Items not retained for revised instrument
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constructs for this sample of principals. In subsequent analyses, 
the revised 26-item instrument was used to measure a unitary 
construct termed "role clarity". This one-factor solution served 
to maximize the loadings on this one dimension. The Cronbach 
alpha reliability coefficient for this revised role clarity 
instrument was .92.
Machiavellian Scale
A factor analysis was conducted to verify the construct 
validity of the instrument for this sample. The initial Pearson 
product-moment correlation matrix was developed from the item 
scores. The correlation coefficients ranged between .02 and .13, 
with few exceptions. These low values reflected relatively in­
dependent items. Therefore, a series of orthogonal factor analyses 
were subsequently completed. Four factor analyses were undertaken: 
(1) an unconstrained factor solution, (2) three-factor solution, 
(3) a two-factor solution, and (4) a one-factor solution.
The unconstrained factor analysis identified twenty-four 
factors. Inspection of these results suggested that a three-factor 
varimax solution should be completed. The factor loadings were 
examined to note the Pearson product moment correlation 
coefficients of each item with each factor. Thirty-two items, with 
a factor loading equal to or greater than .30, and a difference of 
.15, among the factors, were marked for further examination. A 
factor loading of .30, indicated an approximate variance of 10% 
explained by the item on the factor. A difference of .15 among the 
factors identified those items that loaded predominately on only 
one of the factors. An analysis of these items implied three
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independent subscales with fourteen high Mach items, twelve low 
Mach items and six neutral items. The existence of only six 
neutral items provided evidence for only two Machiavellian 
subscales.
The sixty items were next constrained and rotated to a 
two-factor varimax solution. Twenty-nine of these items, as shown 
in Table 10, possessed factor loadings equal to or greater than 
.30, and that did not load on both subscales equally. Seventeen 
items loaded on factor 1 and eleven items loaded on factor 2. Most 
of the items on factor 1 appeared to be high Mach (analytical) 
items, whereas most of the items loading on factor 2 appeared to be 
low Mach (consideration) items. Since the variance explained by 
each factor is low, 4.5% for factor 1 and 3.3% for factor 2, and 
the items cross-loaded on the factors, a one-factor pattern 
analysis was computed.
The one-factor solution suggested that the Machiavellian 
instrument was unidimensional. Thus, the one factor identified was 
termed "Machiavellian Interpersonal Orientation". Twenty-five 
items with a factor loading equal to or greater than .30, were 
retained as the revised Machiavellian scale for this study. Table 
11 displays these items. The Cronbach alpha reliability coeffi­
cient for the revised 25-item scale was .77, a higher coefficient 
than the .63 measure for the original 60-item version with this 
sample.
Job Descriptive Index
A factor analysis was also completed for the Job Descriptive 
Index (JDI) for the same reason as those performed on the study's
80
Table 10
Rotated Factor Structure Matrix: Two-Factor Varimax Solution
60-Item Machiavellian Scale
Item Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2
1 .43* .07
2 .34* -.04
3 .30* .20
4 .04 .29
5 - .19 -.19
6 - .26 .33*
7 .18 .31*
8 .06 -.19
9 .26 .21
10 .21 .17
11 .34 .39
12 - .29 -.20
13 - .22 -.20
14 - .05 .34*
15 .26 .26
16 .00 -.34*
17 .42* .09
18 .12 -.05
19 - .07 .18
20 - .20 .00
21 - .02 .26
22 .08 .47*
23 .08 .16
24 .08 -.26
25 .55* -.18
26 .37* .13
27 .30 -.20
28 .48* .01
29 .44* -.11
30 .16 -.28
31 - .43* .16
32 - .50* .22
33 - .02 .37*
35 - .17 -.30*
36 - .07 -.13
37 .56* .12
38 - .03 -.13
39 .27 .30
40 - .11 -.09
41 - .28 .03
42 .06 .01
43 .48* .13
81
Table 10 (cont'd)
Rotated Factor Structure Matrix: Two-Factor Varimax Solution
60-Item Machiavellian Scale
Item Number FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2
44 .36* .02
45 .27 .83
46 .10 .46*
47 -.20 .13
48 -.11 -.17
50 -.37* .93
51 -.20 .60*
52 -.07 .46*
53 .29 .28
54 .04 .04
55 -.08 -.23
56 .23 .36*
57 .36* .25
58 .35 .08
59 .35* .23
60 -.19 -.16
*Factor loadings equal to or greater than .30 with a factor differ­
ence of at least .15.
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Table 11
Initial Factor Method: Principal Components Factor Structure
60 Item Machiavellian Scale
MACH
ITEM FACTOR 1
MACH
ITEM FACTOR 1
1 .41* 31 .33*
2 .30* 32 .37*
3 .36* 33 .13
4 .13 34 .25
5 .25 35 .04
6 .10 36 .12
7 .29 37 .56*
8 .02 38 .07
9 .32* 39 .36*
10 .26 40 .14
11 .46* 41 .25
12 .34* 42 .07
13 .32* 43 .50*
14 .09 44 -.34*
15 .34* 45 .29
16 .13 46 .27
17 .42* 47 .14
18 .09 48 .17
19 .01 49 .28
20 .17 50 .30*
21 .08 51 .05
22 .26 52 .12
23 .14 53 .37*
24 .03 54 .05
25 .44* 55 .16
26 -.39* 56 .35*
27 .20 57 .43*
28 .45* 58 .35*
29 .36* 59 -.41*
30 .04 60 .24
*Items with a factor loading equal to or greater than .30 and 
retained for revised version.
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other measures, to verify the measure's construct validity for this 
sample of principals. The initial Pearson product-moment corre­
lation matrix, that was developed from item scores for this analy­
sis, suggested an independency of items among subscales and a 
dependency of items within each subscale. With few exceptions, the 
the correlations among the subscales ranged from .01 to .12 and 
from .22 to .54, within subscales. Since the coefficient values 
among the five subscales were relatively low, an orthogonal factor 
analysis was computed to verify the measure's predetermined fac­
tors.
The seventy-two JDI items were constrained and rotated to a 
five-factor varimax solution (Table 12). The factors emerged in 
accordance with previous research findings, using the 0.30 factor 
loading criteria. Factor 1 represented supervision items, factor 2 
represented relation with co-workers items, factor 3 represented 
promotion items, factor 4 represented work on present job items, 
and factor 5 represented pay items. The original 72-item JDI was 
utilized in this study.
Analyses Pertinent to Research Questions
Three basic research questions that guided this study were 
concerned with the principals' Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tation and their perceptions of role clarity, multiple dimensions 
of job satisfaction, and personal characteristics. The sample size 
yielded 235 usable returns, one for each principal. The analyses 
pertinent to the research questions used the individual principal 
as the units of analysis. Pearson product-moment correlation
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Table 12
Rotated Factor Structure Matrix: Five-Factor Varimax Solution
Job Descriptive Index
Item Factor 1 Factor Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor
Number Supervision Co-Workers Promotion Job Itself Pay
1 .00 .10 .16 .56* -.12
2 .02 .08 .07 .04 .13
3 .01 .08 .02 .61* .12
4 .07 .08 .08 .17 .14
5 .11 .10 -.03 .66* .01
6 .18 .04 .19 .41* .05
7 .16 .06 .07 .59* .16
8 .13 -.01 -.16 .04 .33*
9 .01 .14 .06 .64* .17
10 .01 .11 .03 -.45 -.06
11 .05 .05 -.05 .20 .43*
12 .05 .12 .19 .32* .21
13 .09 -.12 .13 .26 .08
14 .00 .04 -.01 -.06 .14
15 .09 .10 .11 .22 .35
16 .17 .14 .18 -.07 .09
17 -.08 .16 .07 .05 .41*
18 -.02 .03 .08 .63* .11
19 -.01 -.03 .06 -.09 .60*
20 .09 -.08 .07 .08 .38*
21 .02 .01 .02 -.10 .65*
22 .09 .05 .10 -.01 .73*
23 -.12 -.06 .12 .13 .39*
24 .11 .05 .07 .12 .40*
25 .01 .14 .08 -.01 .45*
26 -.11 .05 .11 .13 .34*
27 -.07 .05 .08 -.00 .64*
28 .15 .07 .81 .09 .11
29 .12 .14 .70* -.00 .04
30 .26 -.04 .62* .15 .23
31 .14 .07 .60* .16 .18
32 .14 .10 .77* .17 .08
33 .40* .10 .51* .13 .17
34 .12 .05 .69 -.01 .18
35 .14 .07 .68* .13 .11
36 .20 .11 .72* .15 .01
37 .46* .10 .22 .01 .01
38 .50* .17 .10 -.04 .09
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Table 12 (cont’d)
Rotated Factor Structure Matrix: 
Job Descriptive Index
Five-Factor Varimax Solution
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
Number Supervision Co-Workers Promotion Job Itself Pay
39 .61* .13 -.05 -.02 .03
40 .60* .01 .15 .12 .13
41 .59* -.02 .14 .04 .01
42 .53* .02 .10 .22 -.10
43 .62* .04 .14 .18 -.05
44 .27 .05 .24 .02 .15
45 .56* .09 .12 -.09 .08
46 .55* .09 .22 .12 .00
47 .66* .11 -.02 .19 .07
48 .65* .08 .04 .03 .04
49 .71* .13 .15 .11 -.04
50 .69* .13 .01 .02 .06
51 .69* .05 .02 .14 .11
52 .13 .02 -.11 .08 .18
53 .58* .18 .14 .13 .02
54 .55* .20 .04 -.13 .00
55 .07 .59* .19 .38* -.04
56 .04 .60* .01 .02 .12
57 .11 .75* -.02 -.14 .07
58 .14 .43* .12 .20 .09
59 .18 .57* -.11 -.14 .01
60 .11 .60* -.02 .26 -.01
61 .12 .30* .26 .33* .24
62 .09 .60 -.02 .17 -.10
63 .05 .57* .18 -.04 .19
64 .03 .53* .15 .13 .16
65 .09 .55* .06 .15 .02
66 .01 .70* .00 -.01 .20
67 .06 .58* -.03 .13 .02
68 .10 .44* .15 .02 .18
69 .15 .57* -.00 .14 -.02
70 .14 .61* .16 .16 .13
71 .11 .62* .18 .08 .10
72 .13 .55* .05 -.16 .05
VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY EACH FACTOR
FACTOR1 FACT0R2 FACT0R3 FACT0R4 FACT0R5
6.630468 6.345577 5.119392 3.944174 3.800921
*Factor loadings equal to or greater than .30.
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matrices and analyses of variance were developed to respond to each 
research question.
Analysis of Research Question 1
The first research question was based, at least in part, on 
the implicit assumption that principals1 interpersonal orientations 
and their perceptions of role clarity co-vary. The question was: 
"What is the relationship between principals' Machiavellian inter­
personal orientation and their perceptions of role clarity?"
In order to respond to this first research question, a Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient was computed between role 
clarity, as measured by the revised Role Clarity Scale, and 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, as measured by the revised 
Machiavellian scale. Table 13 presents a summary of the intercor­
relations between instruments and their subscales. As shown in the 
table, the correlation between role clarity and Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation was .15 (p<.02). This correlation was 
statistically significant, but rather moderate in magnitude. The 
positive direction of the relationship suggested that high 
Machiavellian scores are associated with high role clarity scores. 
Since high role clarity scores were indicative of high role 
conflict and high role ambiguity, this relationship implied that 
high Mach principals perceive high role conflict and high role 
ambiguity associated in his/her job situation.
Analysis of Research Question 2
The second research question was based, at least in part, on 
the implicit assumption that variation in Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation do not necessarily result in variation in
Table 13
Summary of Intercorrelations Between Instruments and Subscales
Role
Clarity Machiavellian
Machiavellian
**
.15
*
JDI -.54
*
-.18
Job Itself -.44
*
-.18
Pay -.23
*
.02
Promotion -.34
*
-.03
Supervision -.41
*
-.11
Co-workers -.35 -.23
Job
JDI________ Itself______ Pay Promotion Supervision
62
* *
45 .25
* * *
70 .34 .28
* * *
73 .26 .10
* * *
71 .35 .17
*p< .01
**p< .05
oo
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attitudes about particular job-related dimensions of the work 
environment. The question was " What is the relationship between 
principals* Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their 
satisfaction with multiple dimensions of their work context?". To 
examine this relationship, a series of Pearson product-moment 
correlation coefficients were computed between the Mach measure and 
the JDI subscales using the entire sample (n=235) of principals. 
Table 13 presents these coefficients.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between the 
Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and the revised Machiavellian Scale was 
statistically significant (r=-.18, p<.01), negative in direction, 
and moderate in magnitude. This finding indicates that Mach scores 
are inversely related to job satisfaction levels.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between the 
principals* Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and the JDI 
subscale of the job itself was statistically significant (r=-.18, 
p <.01), negative in direction, and moderate in magnitude. This 
finding again suggests that high Mach scores are inversely related 
to job satisfaction levels.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between 
principals' Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and 
satisfaction with co-workers on the job was also statistically 
significant (r=-.23, p< .01), negative in direction, and moderate 
in magnitude. Correlations between the Mach measure and the 
remaining JDI subscales of pay, promotion, and supervison were not 
statistically significant.
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Analysis of Research Question 3
The third research question discussed was, "What are the 
relationships between the principals’ Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation and their individual characteristics?". The individual 
characteristics that this study examined were age, sex, ethnic 
classification, years as a principal, total years in education, and 
degree held. Table 14 contains a summary of the Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients between the principals' 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and age, years as 
principal, total years in education, and degree held. None of 
these correlations was statistically significant (p <.05; n=235). 
Supplemental Analysis
A canonical correlation analysis and analyses of variance were 
completed to provide supplemental data for the study. These were 
computed to examine possible multivariate relationships between two 
variable sets and to determine the main effects of several school 
and principal characteristics that existed on the dependent 
variables of role clarity, Machiavellian interpersonal orientation, 
and job satisfaction.
Canonical correlations: The canonical correlation was
completed to examine possible multivariate relationships between 
two variable sets. The first set consisted of the role clarity and 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation variables. The second 
variable set consisted of the Job Descriptive Index subscales: job 
itself, pay, promotion, supervision, and relations with co-workers.
Table 15 presents a summary of the canonical correlation 
coefficients. There was only one significant multivariate
Table 14
Summary of Intercorrelations Between Selected Principal Characteristics and Instruments
Role
Clarity
Machia­
vellian JDI
Age -.10 -.09
o©•i
Enrollment -.01 .11 .07
Yrs. Principal .08 .04 -.16
**
Yrs. Total -.13
I***o•1 .00
Degree .01 .09 .02
Job Co-
Itself Pay Promotion Supervision workers
.23 .10 -.13 -.13 i • o •p-
00o• .11
**
.15 -.01 -.02
-.02 -.00
*
-.20
*
-.23 -.02
.12 .06 -.09 -.05 .02
.05
*
.19 -.00 -.10 .04
*p < .01
**p < .05
VO
O
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Table 15
Canonical Correlation Coefficients
Relationship
Canonical
Correlation
Squared 
Canonical 
Correlation Probability
1 .58* .330 .0001
2 .20 .038 .0607
*p < .01
Table 16
Standardized Canonical Coefficients and Correlations
Variables
Standardized Correlations of 
Canonical Variables with the 
Coefficients Canonical Variates
Variable Set 1
Machiavellian Scale .21
Role Clarity Scale .95
Variable Set 2
Job Itself .51
Pay .15
Promotions .09
Supervision .44
Co-Workers .28
.35
.98
.78
.39
.57
.71
.65
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relationship identified in this analysis between the two sets of 
measures (r “ .58; p <  .0001). A second canonical correlation
between the variable sets was not statistically significant (rc=
.20; p >.06) .
Table 16 summarizes the relative contribution of each variable 
in the two variable sets to the significant canonical relationship 
presented in Table 15. Two kinds of data are summarized in Table 
16 for each variable in the analysis: (1) standardized canonical
coefficients (Beta weights); and (2) Pearson product-moment 
correlations. The standardized weights show the relative 
contribution of each variable in each set to the first significant 
canonical correlation (rc=.58; p<.0001). The correlations, on the 
other hand, show the strength of the relationship between each 
variable in a variable set and the canonical variate (linear 
combination) comprising the variable set. The most important 
variable for the first variable set was role clarity, with a 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of -.98. The 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation possessed a Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient of -.35. The job itself and 
supervision subscales of the Job Descriptive Index were the major 
contributors to the second set of variables. Their correlation 
coefficients were .78 and .71, respectively. The other correlation 
coefficients were .65 for relations with co-workers, .57 for 
promotions, and .39 for pay. Thus the multivariate relationship 
between the two sets of variables was explained primarily by 
negative role clarity perceptions associated with positive
93
perceptions of satisfaction with the job itself and supervision for
this sample of principals.
Analyses of Variance: Several analyses of variance were
computed and multiple comparison tests made to determine the main 
effects of several school and principal characteristics that 
existed on the dependent variables of role clarity, Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation, and job satisfaction. Tables 17, 18, 
and 19 summarize these analyses. The main effects of school-level 
configuration were statistically significant (p < .05) on all 
dependent variables. The Scheffe’ post hoc test revealed 
significant differences in the Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tations of secondary principals when compared with elementary, 
middle, and unit school principals. Table 20 presents these 
comparisons. Secondary principals were significantly higher Machs 
than the principals of other levels. No significant main effects 
existed between the other school-level configurations.
The main effects of school enrollment on job satisfaction were 
also statistically significant (p < .05) (Table 19). The 
descriptive statistics for instruments by school enrollment are 
summarized in Appendix Table 7. Principals of schools with an 
enrollment group of 201-400 students reported the lowest job 
satisfaction (x = 136.85). The highest job statisfaction (x = 
150.75) was reported by principals with an enrollment group of less 
than 200 students. There were no statistically significant 
interaction effects and no statistically significant main effects 
of principals’ characteristics obtained on any of the study's 
measures.
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Table 17
Analysis of Variance
Dependent Variable: Role Clarity
n=229
Source df F Value P
School Characteristics
Enrollment 4 .87 .48
School-level* 3 2.70 .05
Enrollment X Level 11 .97 .48
Principal Characteristics
Sex 1 .94 .33
Age 4 1.00 .41
Ethnic Classification 2 .73 • ■e* 00
*p <.05
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Table 18
Analysis of Variance
Dependent Variable: Machiavellian Interpersonal Orientation
n=229
Source df F value P
School Characteristics
Enrollment 4 1.06 .38
School-level* 3 3.86 .01
Enrollment X Level 11 1.07 .39
Principal Characteristics
Sex 1 2.55 .11
Age 4 1.82 .13
Ethnic Classification 2 .51 .60
*p <.01
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Table 19
Analysis of Variance
Dependent Variable: Job Descriptive Index
n=229
Source df F value P
School Characteristics
Enrollment* 4 2.42 .05
School-level* 3 2.88 .04
Enrollment X Level 11 .99 .46
Principal Characteristics
Sex 1 2.38 .12
Age 4 .58 .68
Ethnic Classification 2 .32 .73
*p <.05
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Table 20
Scheffe' Post Hoc Test for Mach and School-level Configuration
Simultaneous Simultaneous
Lower Difference Upper
Level Confidence between Confidence
Comparison Limit Means Limit
Secondary-Elementary 1.17 4.48* 7 .79
Secondary-Middle 3.79 6.54* 9 .29
Secondary-Unit (K-12) 2.19 5.65* 9.09
Elementary-Middle -1.45 2.06 5 .57
Elementary-Unit (K-12) -2.92 1.16 5 .25
Middle-Unit (K-12) -4.54 -0.89 2.75
Note: F=2.65; df=203
*p < .05
CHAPTER V
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
This chapter presents the summary and conclusions of the 
study. Recommendations for further research were drawn from these 
discussions.
Summary
This study examined the Machiavellian interpersonal orien­
tation in the principalship in relation to role clarity, work 
satisfaction, and individual characteristics. The central issue of 
the study was to develop a better understanding of whether 
attributions about role and satisfaction with multiple job 
dimensions are associated with the Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientations in the principalship. A key focus was the 
relationship between interpersonal orientation and how principals1 
"size up" their work situation.
The Getzels and Guba social systems model (1957) and the 
Christie and Geis interaction model (1970) served as the theoret­
ical basis for the study. The important elements of these models, 
role clarity, interpersonal orientation, and job satisfaction, 
provide opportunities for examination of these paradigms. This 
study addressed the sparsity of knowledge about the interaction 
between role and person variables of the principalship.
The basic questions addressed in this study were:
1. What is the relationship between principals’ Machia­
vellian interpersonal orientation and their perceptions 
of role clarity?
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2. What is the relationship between principals' 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their satis­
faction with multiple dimensions of their work 
environment?
3. What are the relationships between principals' 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their indi­
vidual characteristics?
An ex post facto research design was utilized in this study of 
public school principals. The researcher asked each principal to 
respond to a research packet of questionnaires. This packet 
included role clarity, interpersonal orientation, job satisfaction, 
and demographic measures.
Factor analyses were computed for each instrument to verify 
its structure with this sample of principals. These analyses 
determined the existence of subscales and identified the items 
retained for revised scales. No changes were made in the original 
Job Descriptive Index. The investigator developed revised 
one-factor scales for role clarity and Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation.
The data for the three questions were treated on an individual 
level. This provided 235 cases for analysis. The researcher 
computed a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient matrix 
for an initial response to the instruments. Instrument scores were 
analyzed by school and principal characteristics. A canonical 
correlation analysis and analyses of variance provided supplemental 
data.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between 
principals' perceptions of role clarity and Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation suggested a slight positive relationship. 
This coefficient between the principals' Machiavellian
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interpersonal orientation and total job satisfaction denoted a 
slight inverse relationship. A significant inverse relationship 
was noted between relations with co-workers and Machiavellian
interpersonal orientation. No other significant relationships were 
identified.
The canonical correlation analysis identified one significant 
multivariate relationship that was explained primarily by negative 
role clarity perceptions being associated with positive perceptions 
of satisfaction with the job itself and supervision. The analyses 
of variance revealed that the school-level configuration provided 
significant main effects in role clarity, Machiavellian
interpersonal orientation, and job satisfaction. A Scheffe' post 
hoc test revealed significant differences in the Machiavellian
interpersonal orientation of principals. Secondary principals were 
found to be higher Machs than the principals of other levels. The 
school size also produced significant main effects in job
satisfaction.
Conclusions
Five basic conclusions were drawn in response to the study's 
research questions and from the supplemental analyses addressing 
the principals' perceived degrees of role clarity, Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation, and job satisfaction. These conclusions 
are stated in the following discussions.
1. Principals with a high Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation tend to view a lack of clarity in their role 
expections. The first research question examined the constructs of 
the principals' Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and their
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perceptions of role clarity. A comparison of the mathematical 
midpoint of the scoring for the role clarity instrument (104) and 
the principal mean score (87) suggested high role clarity for this 
sample of principals. The principals, as a whole, appeared not to 
be perceiving high degrees of conflict and ambiguity in their jobs.
A comparison of the mathematical midpoint for the revised 
Machiavellian scale (50) and the actual mean score (36) for the 
sample implied that these principals, as a whole, possessed low 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientations. This finding was 
consistent with previous Christie and Geis studies of educators and 
other groups.
The suggestion of relatively high role clarity in the 
principalship seems to contradict, at least in part, the popular 
view that role conflict and ambiguity are part of everyday life in 
the principalship. Depictions of schools as loosely-coupled 
systems (Weick, 1982) with vague goals, a lack of clear-cut work 
technology to teaching, and vulnerability to a number of publics 
(Bidwell, 1972) would appear to buttress the conception of the role 
of principal as wrought with conflict and ambiguity. The findings 
in this study may either suggest that principals do a remarkable 
job of adapting to their role or that they may, over time, move 
into the more bureaucratic and particularistic dimensions of their 
role, such as record keeping, scheduling, maintenance of 
facilities, or adjudicatory functions of student discipline. The 
finding that principals tend to be less Machiavellian in their 
interpersonal orientation, consistent with previous findings, may 
further suggest a relatively adaptive orientation to role and work 
context.
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The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between 
principals' perceptions of role clarity and Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientations was .15. For the purposes of this 
study, high scores on the revised Role Clarity Scale were 
indicative of high conflict and high ambiguity, resulting in low 
role clarity. Even though the relationship was modest, it 
suggested that High Mach principals tend to perceive relatively low 
role clarity in their job situations and that low Mach principals 
tend to perceive relatively clear role expectations in their job 
situations.
It is possible that high Mach principals view any situation as 
less clear and thus, "size up" their job situation accordingly. In 
an attempt to modify and innovate within the loose structure, high 
Machs may be more "in tune" to the structural aspects of the 
situation, resulting in high perceptions of role conflict and role 
ambiguity. The high Mach possibly analyzes the situation in terms 
of this lack of clarity due to their personal preference for this 
type of situation. These speculations do not necessarily decrease 
support for the Christie and Geis interaction model, but do suggest 
that Machiavellian preference for a lack of role clarity may be 
associated with a tendency to perceive that quality in any 
situation they view. This perception bias needs to be considered 
with caution since the magnitude of the relationship is modest.
2. Principals with a low Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation tend to be satisfied with their total work situation,
the job itself, and relations with co-workers. The second research
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question examined the constructs of the principals’ Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation and their satisfaction with multiple 
dimensions of their work context. The mathematical midpoint (144) 
and the actual mean score (141) for this sample of principals on 
the Job Descriptive Index were comparable.
Principals tend to be neutral or slightly negative in terms of 
their perceptions of job satisfaction. It is interesting to note 
this given the fact that they tend to perceive high clarity in 
terms of role expectations. Support is lacking in the 
establishment of a definite relationship between job satisfaction 
and productivity or effectiveness. It is unclear whether or not a 
lack of job satisfaction is something that should cause alarm in an 
organization. This lack of satisfaction may be productive for the 
organization if it reflects a certain amount of challenge. On the 
other hand, it could suggest a degree of complacency, especially 
when associated with clear role expectations.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient between the 
principals' Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and total job 
satisfaction was -.18. This same coefficient was noted between 
this person variable and the JDI subscale of job itself. Since 
these coefficients were in the negative direction, inverse 
relationships existed. High Mach principals perceived low total 
job satisfaction and low satisfaction with selected dimensions of 
the job itself. Low Mach principals perceived higher satisfaction 
with these constructs.
Caution is necessary in interpreting these results, although 
slight inverse relationships are noted between these constructs.
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Causality cannot be determined in ex post facto research. It is 
not known if high Machs are perceiving negative perceptions of 
their relations with co-workers, or if these negative perceptions 
are associated with the loose structure of their work situation.
3. The principals* Machiavellian interpersonal orientation 
does not vary in association with selected personal 
characteristics. The final research question examined the 
relationships among the principals’ Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientations and their selected personal characteristics. The 
personal characteristics of age, ethnic classification, sex, years 
as principal, total years experience in education, and degree 
earned were examined. Pearson product-moment correlation 
coefficients between these constructs and the analysis of variance 
results revealed no significant differences.
Significant relationships were found in the Christie and Geis 
studies between Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and the 
personal characteristics of sex and age. None were noted in this 
sample of principals. The ethnic classification and sex of the 
principals accounted for many differentiations in the job function 
studies by Salley et al. The lack of significant differences in 
this study may be due to the low percentages of female principals 
and principals with minority ethnic classifications in this sample. 
The interpersonal orientation of principals did not change with 
years as a principal, total years experience, or professional 
degree earned. Studies by Bray et al. noted that with telephone 
company employees, their outlooks changed with experience. 
Significant differences were not present in this study.
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4. Principals tend to associate high role clarity with high
job satisfaction. Significant relationships existed among role
clarity and satisfaction with multiple dimensions of the job 
situation of principals. Low role clarity was associated with low 
job satisfaction for the principals. This implies that when
principals perceive a situation that lacks clearly defined goals, 
guides, and directives, or one that consists of incompatible role 
exceptations, they also perceive low job satisfaction. This 
finding tends to support similar findings by Eisenhauer, Willower, 
and Licata (1985).
While this relationship is consistent with other literature, 
it is still not known whether this association increases
organizational productivity or effectiveness. Role clarity may 
only be an important factor in organizational effectiveness when it 
refers to the ability to meet role expectations. It is possible 
for the principal to know what he/she is supposed to do, but may be 
unable to accomplish these goals. Job satisfaction is also 
important when it relates with organizational effectiveness, rather 
than complacency or a feeling of accomplishment. Even though the 
relationships among role clarity and multiple dimensions of job 
satisfaction were strong, caution is necessary in interpreting the 
results.
5. The principals1 perceptions of the role expectations of 
the job situation are more powerful influences on their perceptions 
of job satisfaction than their interpersonal orientations. The 
canonical correlation analysis identified a significant 
multivariate relationship between the set of role clarity and
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Machiavellian interpersonal orientation and the set of satisfaction 
with multiple dimensions of the job situation. This relationship 
was explained primarily by negative role clarity perceptions being 
associated with positive perceptions of satisfaction with the job 
itself and supervision subscales of job satisfaction. The 
Machiavellian interpersonal orientation contributed very little to 
this relationship.
Recommendations for Further Research and Theory Development
Like most studies, this one generated more questions than it 
answered. Some of these questions present the seeds for further 
research in the area of the principalship within school organiza­
tions. The results of this study and the related literature 
suggest certain recommendations for further research. These 
recommendations include the following:
1. An area of needed research is the relationship of demo­
graphic, personal characteristics of the principal to the numerous 
dimensions of their work context. Even though the present study 
has not supported any significant relationships among demographic 
characteristics and role clarity and Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientations, enough studies have found relationships between 
personal and professional characteristics and other indicators of 
job satisfaction to warrant further investigations.
Results are mixed regarding the relationship of demographic, 
and personal characteristics of the principal to the numerous di­
mensions of their work context. Differences in these characteris­
tics may contribute to variances in role clarity, job satisfaction, 
and interpersonal orientation with other samples.
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2. The principals’ Machiavellian interpersonal orientation 
did significantly relate to dimensions of total job satisfaction, 
satisfaction with the job itself, and satisfaction with relations 
with co-workers. There is a need for further studies to extend this 
interpersonal orientation to additional dimensions of the work 
context such as organizational effectiveness, climate, and other 
outcomes to determine the existence of other possible significant 
relationships.
A scatter plot of principals' Machiavellian interpersonal 
orientation and job satisfaction did identify a few "extreme" 
principals deviating from the normal cluster. Interviews with 
these administrators may have provided a greater understanding of 
their perceptions of these variables.
3. Role clarity accounted for much of the variance in job 
satisfaction. Further investigations need to examine other vari­
ables which may account for the, as yet, unexplained variance in 
principal job satisfaction. Such studies should include other 
personal and situational variables which research has shown to be 
associated with dysfunctions in organizations. Moreover, addition­
al objective measures of organizational characteristics need to be 
used with greater frequency to complement perceptual indicators, 
such as measures of school robustness and climate (Licata and 
Willower, 1978).
4. The factor structures and other structural features of 
the Role Clarity and Machiavellian Scales need to be examined prior 
to the interpretations of their scores with other samples. These 
scales were found to be unidimensional for this sample of prin­
cipals. The Christie and Geis model is based, at least in part, on
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the implicit assumption that variation in Machiavellian 
interpersonal orientation results in variation in perceptions of 
particular dimensions of the work environment, at least for the 
high Mach individual in a highly structured situation. Therefore, 
the structural features of these measures when used in other 
contexts (e.g., in business and industry), or with other persons 
(e.g., teachers), need to be examined closely.
There was little variation in the Machiavellian scores for 
this sample of principals. The results may be restricted in range 
since most of these principals administered secondary schools.
5. Self-report measures were utilized for this inves­
tigation. The restricted range of the results suggest that these 
measures may be limited. Therefore, other kinds of methodologies 
may need to be developed and analyzed in future research. For 
example, it might be interesting to adapt behavioral observation or 
interview interview methods to measure the "Mach" construct. 
Follow-up investigations using these alternative research 
methodologies, when included in ethnographic, experimental, and 
longitudinal research studies, might enhance understanding of
personal attributes and roles of the principal in the complex 
structures of the organization. These alternative research
methodologies might provide additional information on the
day-by-day indicators of role conflict, how these are associated 
with job satisfaction, and how interpersonal orientations of 
administrators interact with these situations to stimulate or 
alleviate conflicts. These methodologies may provide more accurate 
assessments of how principals "size up" their situations or
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interact with the school environment than self-report measures.
This study has enhanced our understanding of schools as social 
organizations and the principalship within these organizations. 
However, the theoretical and practical importance of the 
interaction between role and person variables of the principalship 
clearly suggests more sophisticated studies which it may offer 
additional developments of descriptive, explanative, and predictive 
theories. Combined with the emergence of alternative views of work 
contexts and more effective measures of complex personal variables, 
significant new understandings may be developed and theory modified 
and expanded.
It has been of interest in the recent leadership literature to 
try to understand "proactive" and "reactive" behaviors of 
principals in the school organization. Research designed to 
understand these behavioral orientations as they interact with the 
host of person and environment variables may expand or modify 
models such as those proposed by Christie and Geis (1978). While 
the relationships in this study were in the direction predicted by 
the Christie and Geis interaction model, these were rather weak. 
However, if principal behavior is to be understood in terms of the 
interaction of person and environment variables [B=f(PE)] as 
proposed by Lewin (1933), then theories of principal behavior may 
be bolstered by examining additional interpersonal orientation 
variables such as authoritarianism, introversion/extroversion, or 
locus of control or additional situational variables such as school 
climate, environmental robustness (Licata and Willower, 1978), or 
organizational structures (Weick, 1975).
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Appendix A
Department of Administrative 
&  Foundational Services 
111 Peabody H all
L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE
BATON ROUGE • LOUISIANA • 70803-4121 504/388-6900
May 19, 1986
12471 Parkwood Drive 
Baton Rouge, LA 70815
Dear Principal:
At the present time, I am involved with a research project undertaken 
through the Department of Administrative and Foundational Services at 
Louisiana State University. This project is concerned with principals' 
perceptions of themselves and job characteristics in selected public 
schools in Louisiana.
In order to secure the needed data to finalize this study, I would 
greatly appreciate your completing the attached questionnaires. Frank 
responses are important in the success of this project. I want to assure 
you that the data you provide will remain confidential. Neither you nor 
your school will be identified by name or number in the study.
An executive summary of the study will be available in August, 1986. 
Please contact me at that time should you desire a copy.
Please respond as soon as possible and no later than Wednesday, May 28. 
A self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your convenience. This is 
undoubtedly a very busy time of year for you due to the closing of school. 
Therefore, I sincerely thank you for your cooperation and assistance.
If you have any questions, please contact me at either (504) 342-3407 
or (504) 273-0376.
Hickman
Supervisor, Secondary Education 
Louisiana Department of Education
Drr Joseph W. Licata 
Chairman
Department of Administrative 
and Foundational Services
Dr. Richard Musemeche 
Executive Director 
Louisiana Association of
School Executives
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PROGRAM AREAS
Educational A dm in istration  
and Supervision  
1 I3 D  Peabody Hall 
504 ;>w04s:
C ounselor Education  
and Supervision  
! : : •  IV a b o d \ Hall 
5m  358-2202
Educational Research M ethodology  
1I3C  Peabodv Hall 
504 3H8-15<»1 '
Educational Technology  
111K Peabodv H all 
504 388-2181'
Educational Foundations  
111C Peabodv H all 
504 388-2030'
Appendix B 
RESPONDENT INFORMATION
Please check the appropriate responses,
AGE; SEX: male 
fema1e
ETHNIC CLASSIFICATION: whi te 
bl ack 
other
STUDENT ENROLLMENT: GRADE CONFIGURATION:
POSITION PRIOR TO PRINCIPALSHIP: 
Ass i stant Principal 
______ Guidance Counselor
______ Classroom Teacher
______ Coach
  Other
TOTAL YEARS EXPERIENCE IN EDUCATION:
  0 - 5 
6 - 1 0  
1 1 -  15 
16 -  20 
21 - 25 
over 26
NUMBER OF YEARS AS PRINCIPAL:
  0 - 3 
  ** - 7
  8 -  11
  12 - 15
  over 15
HIGHEST DEGREE:
  B.S.
  M.S.
  M. ED.
  M+30
SPEC
MAJOR AREA:
Doctorate
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Fol'l%»-'i)pI Letter
Department of Administrative 
&  Foundational Services
111 Peabody H a ll
L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  AND AGRICULTURAL AND MECHANICAL COLLEGE
BATON ROUGE • LOUISIANA • 70803-4121 504/388-6900
May 28, 1986
12471 Parkwood Drive 
Baton Rouge, LA 70815
Dear Principal:
A couple of weeks ago I mailed you a packet of questionnaires 
concerned with principals' perceptions of themselves and job characteristics 
in selected public schools in Louisiana. The responses I have received 
are very encouraging. Thank you for your cooperation and support with 
this research project.
If you have not returned the completed packet, please do so as soon 
as possible. I want to again assure you that the data you provide will 
remain confidential. Neither you nor your school will be identified by 
name or number in the study.
Please contact me at either (504) 342-3407 or (504) 273-0376 should 
you have any questions or if I may be of further assistance. Thank you 
again for helping me with this research.
Judy A. Hickman
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PROGRAM AREAS
Educational A dm inistration  
and Supervision  
113D Peabodv H all 
504 38S-24S7'
C ounselor Education  
and Superv ision 
123C Peabodv H all 
504 388-2202
Educational Research M ethodology
11.1C Peabodv H all 
504 388-1591
Educational Technology  
111K Peabodv H all 
504 388-2181'
Educational Foundations  
111G Peabodv Hall 
504 388-203(1'
Appendix D
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the appropriate response for each item indicating the degree
to which the condition exists for you on a seven point scale ranging from very false
to very true.
1. I have enough time to complete my work.
ery
2
false
3
very
5
true 
6 7
2. I feel certain about how much authority I have. 2 3 5 6 7
3. I perform tasks that are too easy or boring. 2 3 5 6 7
4. Clear, planned goals and objectives for my job. 2 3 5 6 7
5. I have to do things that should be done differently. 2 3 5 6 7
6. Lack of policies and guidelines to help me. 2 3 5 6 7
7. I am able to act the same regardless of the group 
I am with.
2 3 5 6 7
8. I am corrected ro rewarded when I really don't 
expect it.
2 3 5 6 7
9. I work under incompatible policies and guidelines. 2 3 .5 6 7
10. I know that I have divided my time properly. 2 3 5 6 7
11. I receive an assignment whithout the manpower to 
complete it.
2 3 5 6 7
12. I know what my responsibilities are. 2 3 5 6 7 
•
13. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry 
out an assignment.
2 3 5 6 7
14. I have to "feel my way" in performing my duties. 2 3 5 6 7
15. I receive assignments that are within my training and 
capability.
2 3 5 6 7
16. I feel certain how I will be evaluated for a raise 
or promotion.
2 3 5 6 7
17. I have just the right amount of work to do. 2 3 5 6 7
18. I know that I have divided my time properly. 2 3 5 6 7
19. I work with two or more groups who operate quite 
differently.
2 3 5 6 7
20. I know exactly what is expected of me. 2 3 5 6 7
21. I receive incompatible requests from two or more 
people.
2 3 5 6 7
22. I am uncertain as to how my job is linked. 2 3 5 6 7
23. I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person 
and not accepted by others.
2 3 5 6 7
24. I am told how well I am doing my job. 2 3 5 6 7
25. I receive an assignment without adequate resource 
materials to execute it.
2 3 5 6 7
26. Explanation is clear of what is to be done. 2 3 5 6 7
27. I work on unnecessary things. 2 3 5 6 7
28. I have to work under vague directions or orders. 2 3 5 6 7
29. I perform work that suits my values. 2 3 5 6 7
30. I do not know if my work will be acceptable to my boss 2 3 5 6 7
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D i rect ions:
L M N
.
Appendix E
Please check the appropriate column that best describes your ideas, 
beliefs, behaviors, etc. for each of the following 60 items.
L refers to "least like me"
M refers to "most like me"
N refers to "no response"
1. It takes more imagination to be a successful criminal than a 
successful business man.
2. The phrase, "the road to hell is paved with good intentions" 
contains a lot of truth.
3. Most men forget more easily the death of their father than 
the loss of their property.
4. Men are more concerned with the car they drive than with the 
clothes their wives wear.
5. It is very important that imagination and creativity in children 
be cult ivated.
6. People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice 
of being put painlessly to death.
7. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it 
i t useful to do so.
8. The well-being of the individual is the goal that should be worked 
for before enythlng else.
9. Since most people don't know what they want, it is only reasonable 
for ambitious people to talk them into doing things.
10. People are getting so lazy and self-indulgent that it is bad 
for our country.
11. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want 
to hear.
12. It would be a good thing if people were kinder to others less 
fortunate than themselves.
13. Most people are basically good and kind.
1^. The best criteria for a wife or husband is compatibility—
other characteristics are nice but not essential.
15. Only after a man has gotten what he wants from life should he
concern himself with the injustices in the world.
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1 6 .
~~ “ ' ~  17.
" ‘ 1 8 .
i g  ^
20.
2i
-  -  2 2 ^
~  23.
" 21*.
—  25.
26 .
27.
28.
29.
30.
Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral 
1i ves.
Any man worth his sal+ shouldn't be blamed for putting his 
career above his family.
People would be better off if they were concerned less with 
how to do things and more with what to do.
A good teacher is one who points out unanswered questions 
rather than gives explicit answers.
When you ask someone to do something,;, it is best to give 
the real reasons for wanting it rather than giving reasons 
which might carry more weight.
A person's job is the best single guide as to the sort of 
person he is.
The construction of such monumental works as the Egyptian 
pyramids was worth the enslavement of the workers who built 
them.
Once a way of handling problems has been worked out it is 
best to stick to it.
One should take action only when sure it is morally right.
The world would be a much better place to live in if people 
would let the future take care of itself and concern them­
selves only with enjoying the present.
It is wise to flatter important people.
Once a decision has been made, it is best to keep changing 
it as new circumstances arise.
It is a good policy to act as if you are doing the things 
you do because you have no other choice.
The biggest difference between most criminals and other 
people is that criminals are stupid enough to get caught.
Even the most hardened and vicious criminal has a spark 
of decency somewhere within him.
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31. All in all, it is better to be humble and honest than to be 
important and dishonest.
32. A man who is able and willing to work hard has a good chance 
of succeeding in whatever he wants to do.
33. If a thing does not help us in our daily lives, it isn't 
very important.
34. A person shouldn't be punished for breaking a law that he 
thinks is unreasonable.
35. Too many criminals are not punished for their crimes.
36. There is no excuse for lying to someone else.
37. Generally speaking, men won't work hard unless they are 
forced to do so.
38. Every person is entitled to a second chance, even after he 
commits a serious mistake.
39. People who can't make up their minds are not worth bothering 
about.
40. A man's first responsibility is to his wife, not his mother.
41. Most men are brave.
42. It's best to pick friends that are intellectually stimulating
rather than ones it is comfortable to be around.
43. There are very few people in the world worth concerning 
oneself about.
44. It is hard to get ahead without cutting corners here and there.
45. A capable person motivated for his own gain is more useful 
to society than a well-meaning but ineffective one.
46. It is best to give others the impression that you can change 
your mind easi1y .
47. It is a good working policy to keep on good terms with 
everyone.
48. Honesty is the best policy in all cases.
49. It is possible to be good in all respects.
50. To help oneself is good; to help others even better.
51. War and threats of war are unchangeable facts of human life.
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52. Barnum was probably right when he said that there's at 
least one sucker born every minute.
53. Life is pretty dull unless one deliberately stirs up some 
exci tement.
5^. Most people would be better off if they controlled their 
emotions.
55. Sensitivity to the feelings of others is worth more than 
poise in social situations.
56. The ideal society is one where everybody knows his place 
and accepts it.
57. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious 
streak and it will come out when they are given a chance.
58. People who talk about abstract problems usually don't 
know what they are talking about.
59- Anyone who completely trusts anyone else is asking for 
troub1e.
60. It is essential for the functioning of a democracy that 
everyone vote.
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Appendix F 
Tables
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Appendix Table 1
Factor Pattern Coefficients for Role Clarity Scale
Factor
Item I II
1. I have enough time to complete my work. -.21 .26
2. I feel certain about how much authority I have. -.22 .51
3. I perform tasks that are too easy or boring. -.17 .09
4. I have clear, planned goals and objectives
for my job. -.05 .42
5. I have to do things that should be done
differently. .60 -.10
6. I lack policies and guidelines to help me. .43 -.24
7. I am able to act the same regardless of the
I am with. .00 .31
8. I am corrected or rewarded when I really don't
expect it. .21 .06
9. I work under incompatible policies and guidelines. .60 -.10
10. I know that I have divided my time properly. .14 .62
11. I receive an assignment without manpower to
complete it. .56 .00
12. I know what my responsibilities are. -.16 .61
13. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to
carry out an assignment. .54 .00
14. I have to "feel my way" in performing my duties. .36 -.35
15. I receive assignments that are within my
training and capability. -.04 .26
16. I feel certain how I will be evaluated for a
raise or promotion. .05 .34
17. I have just the right amount of work to do. -.20 .32
18. I know that I have divided my time properly. .15 .59
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Appendix Table 1
Factor Pattern Coefficients for Role Clarity Scale
Item
Factor 
I II
19. I work with two or more groups who operate 
quite differently. .48 .02
20. I know exactly what is expected of me. -.20 .61
21. I receive incompatible requests from two 
or more people. .56 -.08
22. I am uncertain as to how my job is linked. .28 -.17
23. I do things that are apt to be accepted by 
one person and not accepted by another. .41 -.18
24. I am told how well I am doing my job. -.09 .25
25. I receive an assignment without adequate 
resources and materials to execute it. .52 -.07
26. I receive clear explanations of what has to 
be done. -.21 .35
27. I work on unnecessary things. .52 -.22
28. I have to work under vague directives 
or orders. .59 -.22
29. I perform work that suits my values. -.02 .39
30. I do not know if my work will be acceptable 
to my supervisor. .30 -.23
Appendix Table 2
Items in the Final Version of JDI
The response shown beside each item is the one scored in the 
"satisfied" direction for each scale.
WORK
_Y  Fascinating
_N  Routine
_Y  Satisfying
_N  Boring
 Y  Good
 Y  Creative
_Y  Respected
N Hot
 Y  Pleasant
 Y Useful
N  Tiresome
 Y Healthful
 Y  Challenging
N  On your feet
N  Frustrating
N  Simple
N  Endless
 Y  Gives sense of
accomplishment
SUPERVISION
_Y  Asks my advice
_N  Hard to please
  Impolite
 Y  Praises good work
 Y  Tactful
 Y  Influential
 Y Up-to-date
N  Doesn't supervise enough
N  Quick tempered
 Y  Tells me where I stand
N Annoying
N  Stubborn
 Y  Knows job well
N  Bad
 Y  Intelligent
 Y  Leaves me on my own
N Lazy
 Y  Around when needed
PAY
Income adequate for
Y normal expenses
Y Satisfactory profit share 
N Barely live on income
N Bad
Y Income provides luxuries
N Insecure
N Less than I deserve
Y Highly paid
N Underpaid
PROMOTIONS 
Good opportunity for
Y advancement
N Opportunity somewhat
limited
Y Promotion on ability
N Dead-end job
Y Good chance for promotion
N Unfair promotion policy
N Infrequent promotions
Y Regular promotions
Y Fairly good chance for 
promotion
CO-WORKERS
Y Stimulating
N Boring
N Slow
Y Ambitious
N Stupid
Y Responsible
Y Fast
Y Intelligent
N Easy to make enemies
N Talk too much
Y Smart
N Lazy
N Unpleasant
N No privacy
Y Active
N Narrow Interests
Y Loyal
N Hard to meet
(Smith et al., 1975, p. 83)
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Appendix Table 3
Weights for Direct Scoring of JDI Items
Response Weight
Yes to a positive item 3
No to a negative item 3
? to any item 1
Yes to a negative item 0
No to a negative item 0
(Smith et al., 1975, p. 79)
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Appendix Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by Principals’ Age
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Less than 35 years
Role Clarity Scale 91.00 21.15
Machiavellian Scale 37.11 6.31
Job Descriptive Index 140.44 30.02
Job Itself 35.56 4.56
Pay 7.78 8.67
Promotion 12.33 9.17
Supervision 42.44 11.70
Co-workers 42.33 10.31
36 - 45 Years
Role Clarity Scale 89.02 21.92
Machiavellian Scale 37.69 7.40
Job Descriptive Index 141.10 27.90
Job Itself 35.02 6.34
Pay 10.48 5.98
Promotion 13.10 8.65
Supervision 42.01 11.34
Co-workers 40.49 11.27
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Appendix Table 4 (cont'd)
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by Principals' Age
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
46 - 55 Years
Role Clarity Scale 88.28 23.59
Machiavellian Scale 36.50 6.39
Job Descriptive Index 140.20 31.97
Job Itself 36.98 7.64
Pay 10.79 5.97
Promotion 10.53 8.82
Supervision 40.00 12.82
Co-workers 41.90 11.75
Over 55 Years
Role Clarity Scale 76.44 23.29
Machiavellian Scale 35.48 6.44
Job Descriptive Index 148.04 35.13
Job Itself 42.00 6.66
Pay 11.78 6.48
Promotion 11.11 9.63
Supervision 38.52 12.79
Co-workers 44.63 12.48
Appendix Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by Principals' Sex
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Male
Role Clarity Scale 87.49 22.53
Machiavellian Scale 37.27 6.82
Job Descriptive Index 142.36 31.26
Job Itself 36.47 7.37
Pay 10.64 6.14
Promotion 11.80 9.07
Supervision 41.35 11.98
Co-workers 42.10 11.55
Female
Role Clarity Scale 84.61 26.48
Machiavellian Scale 34.12 6.00
Job Descriptive Index 136.06 26.54
Job Itself 38.88 5.97
Pay 11.18 6.29
Promotion 10.30 7.58
Supervision 36.27 13.30
Co-workers 39.42 11.58
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Appendix Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by Principals' 
Ethnic Classification
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
White
Role Clarity Scale 88.03 23.23
Machiavellian Scale 36.79 6.70
Job Descriptive Index 142.26 30.86
Job Itself 36.68 7.23
Pay 11.27 6.15
Promotion 11.48 8.80
Supervision 40.75 12.25
Co-workers 42.08 11.49
Black
Role Clarity Scale 83.63 21.49
Machiavellian Scale 37.08 7.43
Job Descriptive Index 137.32 28.73
Job Itself 37.53 7.15
Pay 7.95 5.57
Promotion 11.97 9.15
Supervision 40.00 12.69
Co-workers 39.87 11.96
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Appendix Table 6 (cont'd)
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by Principals' 
Ethnic Classification
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Other
Role Clarity Scale 60.50 10.61
Machiavellian Scale 34.50 3.54
Job Descriptive Index 144.00 63.64
Job Itself 36.00 12.73
Pay 9.00 4.24
Promotion 15.00 16.97
Supervision 42.00 12.73
Co-workers 42.00 16.97
Appendix Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by School Enrollment
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Enrollment: 401-600
Role Clarity Scale 86.05
Machiavellian Scale 37.35
Job Descriptive Index 144.13 
Job Itself 36.54
Pay 10.60
Promotions 11.24
Supervision 43.37
Co-workers 42.38
Enrollment: 601-800
Role Clarity Scale 90.68 20.01
Machiavellian Scale 35.92 6.97
Job Descriptive Index 144.79 25.88
Job Itself 37.37 5.77
Pay 10.24 6.98
Promotions 12.29 8.90
Supervision 42.39 10.64
Co-workers 42.50 9.76
18.32 
6.93
26.16
6.68
5.65
8.21
10.32 
9.98
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Appendix Table 7 (cont'd)
Descriptive Statistics for Instruments by School Enrollment
141
Variable Mean Standard Deviation
Enrollment: over 800
Role Clarity Scale 85.67 24.92
Machiavellian Scale 37.74 5.70
Job Descriptive Index 142.93 37.83
Job Itself 37.30 7.58
Pay 11.68 6.30
Promotions 13.79 9.65
Supervision 39.29 14.05
Co-workers 40.86 13.67
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